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PREFACE.

Non-RresIsTANCE and passive obedience, in the sense to
which they are generally limited, are but two sides of the
same doctrine, (the former speaking of it negatively, as
not opposing force to force, the latter positively, as taking
patiently whatever may be laid upon one,) and, together,
are only a particular application of a general principle. In
religion, it is faith; under misfortune, it is resignation;
under trial, it is patient waiting for the end; amid provo-
cation, it is gentleness; amid affronts, meekness; amid
injuries, it is endurance; towards enemies, non-requital;
towards railing, it is ¢ not answering again;” to parents, it
is filial obedience; to superiors, respect; to authorities,
unquestioning submission; towards Civil Government, it is
obedience upon principle, not only when it costs nothing,
(as obedience to i¢ ordinarily does not, and so can hardly
be called the fulfilment of a duty,) but when it costs some-
thing.

On this, (as on almost every other subject of morals)
our standard in this superficial age is for the most part
lax and low; not simply (as of course it ever must be)
in the selfish and profane, but in the current notions
of the day. Maxims are received as indisputable, which
betray a mixture of Heathenism with Christianity, and
which proceed upon no principle even of heathen morality.
‘As a warning against this, it has been wished, in the fol-
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which we would gladly avoid. Now, it were absurd or
hypocrisy to suppose that the title of the present family to
the Crown is in the least affected by the character of the
Act of 1688. It were to confuse the abstract question of
the original right of succession with the Christian duty of
submission and allegiance. Our Lord bade the Pharisees
pay tribute to the Csesar, and not to prevaricate about the
origin of their right. Further, the extinction of the un-
happy line which were then in possession of the throne ;—
the circumstance, that the family now placed upon it, were
not the immediate successors of that family, but came in
in a more orderly way;—their long undisputed possession of
it;—happily can leave no doubt in any mind that they are to
be acknowledged, as well as obeyed, as ¢ the powers that be.”
If, in ordinary cases, possession for a long period constitutes
right, much more, where God’s law requires men to submit
quietly to ¢ the powers that be,” without defining how they
came to be such. It was not in a legitimate way that the
Emperors, whom S. Paul and S. Peter commanded men to
obey, came to the throne, nor had they even prescription
to plead; yet, as far as the subjects were concerned, ¢ the
powers that be were ordained of God.” No one again can
doubt that our early wars with France were wrong, on the
ground that they were ambitious, covetous wars, indepen-
dently of the question as to our title to the crown disputed;
they were aggressions against ¢ the powers that be:” our
Sovereigns have admitted the principle by relinquishing
the title; nor could any one doubt that the French were
right in obeying their then king, and opposing ours. The
contrary would be looked on as absurd. As absurd would
it be, to think that the king of Sardinia has any Christian
title to be Sovereign of this kingdom, though in the natural
order of things, the crown would have descended upon
him. It is idle, too, to argue, that but for the revolution of
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events are not blotted out by mere length of time, but that
as the Heathen Oracle said,

“Ogxov wals dorly dvdwupos, o0d ¥xs xeiges,
O0%% wddes® xpaimvds d¢ perégxerau, eicixe micay
Suupdohas SAfcer yeveny, xal olxoy dravra.
*Avdgds ¥ eddoxou yevey perdmiaey dpeivwy.

it is, as is here urged, of practical moment, to reconsider
our own views of the deeds of our fathers, to see, if the
oath of allegiance were broken, that we bring not its
terrible progeny upon our race and name, by persisting
in ¢ allowing the deeds of our fathers;” not as wishing to
undo evil by evil towards’ man, but to efface it by re-
pentance towards God: so shall that which naturally could
not be effaced, but must work on its own fearful conse-
quences, be effaced by His loving-kindness whose it is to
“ blot out transgressions.” What has been done nationally
amiss must be by the nation repented of; and if this is
not in our power, at least we may repent of what any of
us have done individually by ¢ calling evil, good,” and
increase our peaceable submission and obedience to that
Sovereign whom God has now placed over us, not as the
instrument of man’s will, but as ¢ ordained of God.” The
question, then, is to be looked upon not as a theory, but
as an earnest practical principle, involving practical conse-
quences in submission to God and man.

And if any be prejudiced against the doctrine, because
it is opposed to the current notions of the day, let him
consider how much besides of valuable truth will, in a
superficial age, share the same fate. It is discarded, not
because it has been disproved, but because it is ¢ out
of date,” just as if eternal truth were a matter of Chro-
nology; or as if any changes introduced by men could
annul the ordinance of God. Dean Sherlock said, shortly
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The statements above made are altogether the same as
those formally received by the Church in the Convocation
of 1608—1610, in which they were ¢ passed with one
consent.” (See Bp. Overall’s Convocation-Book, p. 92.)
The 28th Canon runs thus:

“If any man therefore shall affirm, either that the
subjects, when they shake off the yoke of their obedience to
their Sovereigns, and set up a form of government among
themselves, after their own humours, do not therein very
wickedly; or that it is lawful for any bordering kings,
through ambition and malice, to invade their neighbours ;
or that the Providence and goodness of God, in using of
rebellions and oppressions to execute His justice against any
king or country, doth mitigate or qualify the offences of
any such rebels or oppressing kings; or that, when any
such new forms of government, begun by rebellion, are afler
throughly settled, the authority in them is not of God; or
that any who live within the territories of such new govern-
ments, are not bound to be subject to God’s authority,
which is there executed, but may rebel against the same ;
or that the Jews, either in Egypt or Babylon, might
lawfully, for any cause, have taken arms against any of
those kings, or have offered any violence to their persons;
he doth greatly erre.”

The Convocation-Book itself is valuable also, as clearly
and definitely tracing out the origin of Government from
the Patriarchal form, instead’ of assuming any original
social compact with the people. For the notion of the
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compact;” the other, that which supposes men always to
have existed in society, as being derived from a common
origin, and the authority of the governor to have been
derived from that, originally given to the head of the
family by God, (as Abel was naturally to have been subject
to Cain, Gen. iv. 7.) the ¢ Patriarchal system.” And so
(as Bp. Sanderson above observed) all turns on this,
whether ¢ property be supposed antecedent to govern-~
ment,” i. e. whether men be supposed in a state of having
something of their own, (whether actual property, or with
Hobbes ¢ a right of every man to every thing,”) and thence
to have formed governments for themselves, and so the
original of government be with the people, or whether
¢ government be antecedent to property,” i. e. established
by God in the first instance, and derived from Him. The
former of these (and so the so-called ¢ social compact”)
is obviously an unbelieving theory, (even if any who
adopted it should not have been unbelievers; Hooker,
although he employs some of its language as having been
derived from the Roman law, manifestly does not adopt
the theory itself,) and is that of Hobbes, Locke, Hume,
Gibbon, Montesquieu, and other politicians; the other
is that of the Church; and it is remarkable, that the
latter, the religious view, though connected with the
high doctrine of Non-resistance, found no acceptance
with King James I, who wished to assist the insurgent
Netherlands; the other, although virtually subverting
authority, was a favourite with the court of King
Charles 11, so that ¢ an original power by nature in the
people was the only theme then in fashion:” (Sir R.
Filmer, Obs. on Forms of Government, p. 18.) so little do
states or statesmen often know of the principles whence
their strength is derived! The unbelieving character of
the received theory, and wherein this unbelieving character
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Martyrs, as to think, (as the degenerate Church of
Rome now traduces them?, lest she should seem to
act contrary to them,) that they were Martyrs
because they had not strength to resist ; they were
Martyrs, rather because they had strength not to
resist, because they had strength to resist them-
selves. They ‘ filled the world 9,” (I use their own
language,) had ‘‘ penetrated into every corner of
it’;” they were portions of the armies. KEarly as
Tertullian the appeal was made, ‘‘ You* must deci-
mate Carthage, if you would destroy us; spare
thyself, if not us ; if not thyself, spare Carthage.”
““ No one of us,”” says a blessed Martyr* of the
same Church, ‘¢ resists, when he is apprehended,
nor avenges himself against your injustice and vio-
lence, although our people is an exceedingly nu-
merous host,” (nimius et copiosus.) What, then,
had the Christians turned against their destroyers,
and employed against the worn-out and enervated

¢ <« If the Christians formerly did not depose Nero and Dio-
clesian and Julian the Apostate and Valens the Arian and the like,
it was that they wanted secular strength.” Bellarmine de Pontif.
Rom. 1. v. c. 7. He adds, ““But Christians are not bound, nay,
they ought not, with evident peril of religion, [i. e. in man’s
sight,] to tolerate an unbelieving king.” See others also ap.
Bp. Taylor, Sermon on Nov. 5. Works, vol. vi. p. 612. ed.
Heber.

1 Arnob. L. i. p. 27. cf. p. 9, 10.

r Lactant. de M. P. c. 3. fin.

* Ad Scap. c. 5. .

t 8. Cyprian, (quoted by Bp. Taylor, L c. p. 613.) ad Deme-
trian. p. 192. ed. Fell.
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would find no body, except for the first stroke ? for
this alone is in your power. But death were a
benefactor, for it would bring me sooner to God,
to Whom I live, and serve, and for the most part
have died, and have of old time been hastening.”
‘“ And thus,” says S. Gregory of Nyssa’, ‘ he
was set forth by God, as Elias in the time of Ahab,
and brought back all to the right way, engaging
with those under authority, combating with generals,
speaking fearlessly to kings, escaping the hold of
his assailants; as having nothing whereby they
might seize him.” S. Ambrose repressed the
people who loved him, and overcame the Arian
Emperor of the world by peril of death®.

And when they received gifts from the State, it
was not as mendicants, but as * priests of the most

¥ Paneg. t. iii. p. 404. c. d.

3 < If you ask any thing of mine,” was S. Ambrose’s answer,
when required to cede a Church to the Arians, « such as my
estate, my money, or whatever else of this sort, I will not
refuse, although every thing of mine belongs to the poor ; but
the things of God are not subject to the Emperor’s power.
Seek ye my patrimony ? enter on it ; my person? I will yield
it. Would ye hale me to prison or to death ? it were a joy to
me. 1 will not be fenced in by the encompassing multitude,
nor lay hold of the altar, imploring for life, but more gladly will
I be sacrificed for the altars.” Ep. 20. §. 8. And afterwards,
“ I may neither yield the Church, nor is it well for thee, O
Emperor, to take it. Exalt not thyself ; if thou wouldst con-
tinue to reign, be subject to God. It is written, ¢ to God the
things of God, the Ceesar’s to Ceesar.” Palaces belong to the
Emperor, Churches to the Priest. The public, not the sacred,
walls are committed to thee.” Ib. §. 16.
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same thing, the advancement of Romanism by the
extinction of heretics; the one was carried on
secretly, the other almost openly: of the one there
were no intimations beforehand; in the other, they
were frequent: the one seemed secure, being in-
trusted to a few; the other was in the hands of
many: in the one, he on whom the execution
depended, shrunk from sin so dreadful ; Charles the
Ninth, like Ahab whom Jezebel his wife stirred up,
hesitated to the very last, and was ready to retract®;
in the other they had no compunctions, or had
stifled them. The depth of guilt in the massacre of
S. Bartholomew, (if any thing,) seemed the more to
call down the avenging interference of God, through
the multiplied hypocrisy and perjuries whereby it
was carried onP?; yet the one, which every thing

gined must result from it to the Catholic religion in France.”
Ib. from the Trésor Chronol. du P. de S. Romuald in fol.
p- 661.

© «The queen, even at midnight, fearing lest the king, whom
she thought she perceived still fluctuating and hesitating at the
atrocity of the guilt, should change, went to his bedchamber,
whither Anjou and others, and Guise, presently repaired, as
agreed on. Then they relate, that after a long conversation to
and fro, the king, when hesitating, was rebuked by his mother,
for that by the delay he was letting slip so fair an occasion of
subduing his enemies. At which speech, the king being of a
very savage spirit and accustomed to shed blood, was fired, as
being charged with cowardice, and gave orders for its execution.
The queen, taking advantage of this impulse, lest he should
relax, if an interval were given, hastened the signal, which
was to have been given before day-break.” De Thou, p. 816.

* Especially on the part of Charles the Ninth. It was per-
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tions of the world, or whether ‘‘ He take away their
breath, and they return to their dust,” it must be His
doing, not man’s; what God doth, that is well
done; we might mingle ¢ hay, straw, and stubble”
with His work, which in the day of trial will not
abide. ¢ O tarry thou the Lord’s leisure; be strong,
and He shall comfort thy heart?:” ‘ though it
tarry, wait for it; because it will surely come, it
will not tarryd.” ‘¢ O Lord God of hosts, blessed is
the man that putteth his trust in Thee ! ™

? Ps. xxvii. 16. 1 Hab. ii. 8. * Ps. Ixxxiv. 18.

O Lord, we beseech Thee to keep Thy Church
and household continually in Thy true religion ;
that they who do lean only upon the hope of Thy
heavenly grace, may evermore be defended by Thy
mighty power; through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen"*.

* Collect for the Fifth Sunday after Epiphany.
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is now spoken of, and he must vividly feel, that our princi-
ples of obedience are sunk very far below those of that
time. Probably we are more akin, on the whole, to those
who perpetrated the Revolution of 1793, than to the Chris-
tian submissiveness of the first ages of the Gospel; and if
so, it will be of God’s great mercy, but far more than man
has any right to anticipate, if many of the atrocities of that
last ¢ atrocious Revolution” be not re-enacted among us,
and London become not a Paris.

The few exceptions which have been lately taken to the
principle of uniform passive obedience here inculcated have
been such, as persons are wont to make, on the revival of
doctrines, which for a time have slept, though they are, in
truth, the uniform teaching of the great divines of our
Church. Two or three points, however, have been noticed,
by one, (on internal evidence a very young writer,) which
since they have probably been felt by others, it may be well
to clear up.

It is a vulgar error, that, because the King cannot
rightly legislate without the counsel of his Parliament,
therefore, the supreme power is divided between the
King and his Parliament; and this is so taken, not
only as matter of fact, but as matter of duty; that be-
cause the authority of the Sovereign is in some respects
limited by law, therefore our allegiance no longer belongs
to him alone, but is transferred to those institutions, by
which it is limited; that ¢ the Divine authority is lodged in
the three [King, Lords, and Commons] conjointlys,” and
so that our allegiance lies distributed among them. Hence
it has been inferred, that if one ¢ section of the supreme

2 Doctrine of Passive Obedience to Kings contrary to Holy Scripture,
by a Clergyman, p. 13.
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which in other places it furnishes; nor does it turn aside
to guard its statement, lest it be thought to imply, that
man can save his own soul. Again it says, ¢ if by any
means—I might save some of them,” (Rom. xii. 14.) ¢ how
knowest thou whether thou shalt save thy husband ?”
(1 Cor. vii. 16.) « the prayer of faith shall save the sick,”
(Jam. v. 15.) ¢ he shall save a soul from death,” (ib. 20.)
¢ others save with fear,” (Jude 23.) without inserting one
word to shew that prayer doth not save by its intrinsic effi-
cacy, or that man cannot, of himself, save his brother. And
though uninspired writers may not, of course, in expressing
their own thoughts, use the same unguardedness as the
Divine word, yet surely the timid spirit, which would ever
be qualifying and guarding what Holy Scripture has left
unqualified and unguarded, and suspects whatever, after
the manner of Scripture, is left unqualified, betokens a
weak faith, not in the individual, but in the age of which it
is a characteristic, and is in the way to lose all fuller exhi-
bitions of Divine truth. God hath put His Spirit into the
Christian Church, within us; and ¢ whithersoever the Spirit
was to go, thither is our spirit to go,” (Ezek. i. 20.) with
the full freedom of those, into whose hearts and mouths
God has put His thoughts and words, not abridging our
liberty, or curtailing or qualifying His message, because
they, who will, must ¢ daily mistake our words.”

This is said, not on account of the particular occasion,
(for in this the words were guarded by the very subject
itself,) but as a protest against the suspicious, captious
spirit, which measures every thing, whether the language
and thoughts of the fathers of the Church, or of those who
would tread in their steps, by its own petty rule, instead of
the capacious measure of the word of God.

Feast of the Epiphany,
1838. '






APPENDIX II.

On the Revolution of 1688, and the principles involved or
not involved in its condemnation, in reply to an article
in the Edinburgh Review.

AFTER the above remarks were in type, a fuller and more
mature discussion of one principle of the Sermon appeared,
written also in a calm tone very different from that which
has wusually characterized the periodical® in which it

occurs.

The writer very honestly casts aside all “foolish sneers®,”
clears the deck of every thing superfluous, casts overboard
all the unfair weapons which have at times been used, and
grapples at once with the question, in a way which evinces
honesty, and thus far deserves respect. He moreover,

* Edinburgh Review, Jan. 1838.

b p.390; Heathenish language, such as ‘‘ both agreeing in letting off
an occasional volley at Guy Fawkes, whose shade must have been sur-
prised and gratified at the participation of such eminent associates in
his annual martyrdom,” p.396. and ¢ the doctrines of Divine right and
passive obedience were in favour it should seem, under Nebuchadnezzar
and-Darius the Mede,” p. 399. is more in keeping, one should hope,
with the work wherein it appears, than with the mind of the writer,
in whom there are many gleams of earnestness. Surely men ought
not to familiarize themselves to speak in jest, as if they were Heathen;
and without anticipating the sentence of his Judge, they should recollect
that Fawkes is alive still, though not in the flesh, and awaiting that
sentence. Again, they are God’s commands to obey Nebuchadnezzar
and Darius, which are thus irreverently alluded to. There is other
language, p. 410, which a serious man should not have used.
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panegyrising, many of us have made ourselves sharers in,)
even beyond the question of the principles at stake.

By the writer in question it is justified on the following
principles®, that all authorities, a parish constable as well
as a king, are “ powers ordained of God,” that it is * just
as plainly a sin to oppose” the one as the other, and so that
the converse would be true, that if you may in any case of
 unprovoked violence, to life, person, or property, grossly
exceeding the limits of the power which the state allots
him,” resist the constable, you may the king. “ By the
common understanding of the constitution, James’s sub-
jects were no more bound to obey the legislation of the
monarch, than the legislation of the constable.”

All this might be conceded, and not one step gained
towards justifying the act of 1688. For there is an obvious
and wide difference between resisting even the constable
in such a case, and on one’s own authority expelling him
the village, or degrading him from his office. Our good
bishops refused “ to obey” against their consciences, “ the
legislation of James;” but they “ owed' to his Majesty a
natural allegiance, having been born in his kingdom, had
oftentimes confirmed this by taking voluntarily the oaths
of supremacy and allegiance, and could have at once but
one king;” and so they suffered alike under James and
William, because at the command neither of James mor
William would they do that which was illegal, and con-
trary to conscience; they would neither read the declara-
tion which was contrary to the law of man, nor take an
oath contrary to the law of God, and yet under both
James and William they lived as peaceable subjects. To

b Edinb. Rev. p. 401, 2.
i Abp. Sancroft’s Answer to King James, on being asked whether the
bishops had joined in inviting William. ap. Clarendon, App. p. 310.

[}
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disobey a king who commands what is unlawful, and
to dethrone him, are very different acts, and the ground
which fully justifies the one, has no bearing upon the
other; so also again there is a wide difference between
the supposed extreme acts of the constable, and those
of James. -There is nothing which can in any way be
described as ‘ unprovoked violence to life, person, or
property, grossly exceeding the limits of the powers,”
analogous to the case of the constable.

“ The glorious Revolution,” (says a writerf, whose language
betrays the vehemence of his liberalism, and which one is
almost ashamed of quoting,) “cannot be defended without reject-
ing the slavish principles of absolute obedience, or even that
pretended modification of them, which imagines some extreme
case of intolerable tyranny, some, as it were, lunacy of despo-
tism, as the only plea and palliation of resistance. Doubtless he
was not a Caligula, or a Commodus, or a Ezzelin, or a Galeazzo
Sforza, or a Christiern II. of Denmark, or a Charles IX. of
France, or one of those almost innumerable tyrants whom men
have endured in the wantonness of unlimited power. No man
had been deprived of his liberty by any illegal warrant. No man,
except in the single though very important instance of Magdalen
College, had been despoiled of his property. I must also add, that
the government of James 11. will lose little by comparison with
that of his father. The judgment in favour of his prerogative
to dispense with the test, was far more according to received
notions of law, far less injurious and unconstitutional, than that
which gave a sanction to ship money. The injunction to read
the declaration of indulgence in churches was less offensive to
scrupulous men, than the similar command to read the decla-
ration of Sunday sports in the time of Charles I. Nor was any
one punished for a refusal to comply with the one, while the
prisons had been filled with those who had disobeyed the other.
Nay, what is more, there are much stronger presumptions of
the father’s than of the son’s intention to lay aside parliaments,
and set up an avowed despotism. It is indeed amusing to

f Hallam, t. iii. p. 113—15.
G
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The illegal acts were: 1st and chiefly, that ¢ James" as-
sumed the power of legislation, for to dispense with exist-
‘ing laws was to legislate ; his subjects resisted,” and this
writer rests the lawfulness of the revolution on this fact
only. Yet the ultra-liberal writer just quoted, says!:

The Kings of England, if not immemorially, yet from a very
early @ra in our records, had exercised a prerogative un-
questioned by parliament, and recognised by courts of justice,
that of granting dispensations from the prohibitions and penal-
ties of particular laws. The language of ancient Statutes was
usually brief and careless, with few of those attempts to
regulate prospective contingencies, which, even with our pre-
tended modern caution, are so often imperfect; and, as the
Sessions were never regular, sometimes interrupted for several
years, there was a kind of necessity, or great convenience, in
deviating occasionally from the rigour of a general prohibition ;
more often, perhaps, some motive of interest or partiality
would induce the crown to infringe on the legal rule. This
dispensing power, however, grew up, as it were, collaterally
to the sovereignty of the legislature, which it sometimes ap-
peared to overshadow. It was of course asserted in large
terms by counsellors of state, and too frequently by the inter-
preters of law. Lord Coke, before he had learnt the bolder
tone of his declining years, lays it down, that no act of Parlia-
ment can bind the King from any prerogative which is inse-
parable from his person, so that he may not dispense with it
by a non-obstante; such is his sovereign power to command
any of his subjects to serve him for the public weal, which
solely and inseparably is annexed to his person, and cannot be
restrained by an Act of Parliament. Thus, although the
statute 28 H. VI. c. 8, provides that all patents to hold the
office of sheriff for more than one year shall be void, and even
enacts that the king shall not dispense with it; yet it was held
by all the judges in the reign of Henry VII., that the King
may grant such a patent for a longer term on good grounds,
whereof he alone is the judge. So also the statutes which
restrain the King from granting pardons in case of murder

b Edinb. Rev. p. 402. ! Hallam, t. iii. p. 83 sqq.
G2
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rable when exercised in contravention of the very principle of
those statutes, which had been provided for the security of
fundamental liberties or institutions. Thus the Test Act, the
great achievement, as it had been reckoned, of the protestant
party, for the sake of which the most subservient of parlia-
ments had just then ventured to lose the king’s favour, became
absolutely nugatory and ineffective, by a construction which the
law itself did not reject. Nor was it easy to provide any
sufficient remedy by means of parliament; since it was the
doctrine of the judges, that the king's inseparable and sovereign
prerogatives in matters of government could not be taken away
or restrained by statute. The unadvised assertion in a court
of justice of this principle, which though not by any means
novel, had never been advanced in a business of such universal
concern and interest, may be said to have sealed the condemn-
ation of the house of Stuart. It made the co-existence of an
hereditary line, claiming a sovereign prerogative paramount to
the liberties they had vouchsafed to concede, incompatible
with the security or probable duration of those liberties. This
incompatibility is the true basis of the revolution in 1688.

In other words, it was pronounced by the authorized inter-
preters of the law, not as a new doctrine, butin accordance
with antient practice, that a certain prerogative belonged
to the king, which made the English monarchy not al-
together unlimited, (for James’s independence of his par-
liament arose from their having granted him supplies for
his life,) but less restricted than suited the will of the
then people; and therefore they were to rebel, and the
existing line to be cast out, not so much on account of the
acts in themselves, but as a necessary preliminary to a
supposed better state of things, to make way for a more
satisfactory arrangement of “ the relations of the people
towards their sovereign.”

It is remarkable, (as it has been remarked™,) that even
the revolutionary Convention, which tendered the crown to

™ Hume, c. 70, p. 249, nate.



86

William of Orange, did not absolutely deny this power of
dispensation, but only declared it “ illegal as it had been
assumed and exercised of late;” so that it may well be
supposed, that James thought himself justified in the par-
ticular cases, when even this body of men, so committed
as they were, did not venture to deny it wholly, or in the
abstract. '

It is further remarkable, that this right of dispensation
was exercised in behalf of that class, whose so-called
“ emancipation” was carried some years past, against the
known strong repugnance of the Sovereign, through the
threat of a civil war, in case of its refusal. It were easy to
decide which, although finally settled more in accordance
to the forms of law, was the most illegal.

2. The Ecclesiastical Commission. This was a revival
of a Statute of Elizabeth, which was abolished by an act
of the Long Parliament (no very acceptable authority),which
last ¢ act again had been repealed by 13 Charles II. c. 12,
which, while it put down the High Commission Court, with
its extraordinary powers of imposing fines, committing to
prison, and tendering the oath ex officio, preserved to the
spiritual courts the exercise of their ordinary jurisdiction,
and to the Crown that of its ordirary supremacy. James
consulted the judges, and was by them advised to appoint
a standing court of delegates with ordinary powers to hear
and determine ecclesiastical causes, and to pronounce on
offenders ecclesiastical censures ».” The Commission was
doubtless an intrenchment on the authority of the Church,
and on that ground probably, the then Metropolitan (San-
croft), though appointed to it, never sat upon it. Since,
however, two bishops, the Lord Chancellor, Lord Treasurer,
the President of the Council, and the Chief Justice of the
Common Pleas, consented to sit upon it; sanctioned also

n Lingard. t. vii. p. 109, 10.
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as it was by the highest legal authority ; it will scarcely be
thought ground for the deposition of a king. Least of all
will it probably be argued in these days, that the appoint-
ment of an Ecclesiastical Commission with large and
undefined and even oppressive powers, is a ground for dis-
loyalty or rebellion.

8. The memorable case of Hough falls under the Eccle-
siastical Commission. It was an invasion of rights which
now seem undoubted, established to be so perhaps by the
passive and suffering resistance of the body thus invaded.
And at the time, chief justice Herbert declares®, ¢ I utterly
denied that dispensation to be of any force at all, because
there' was a particular right and interest vested in the
members of that College, as there is in the members of
many other corporations, of choosing their own head.”
Yet the Ecclesiastical Commission (in whole or in part)
twice decided against the Fellows of Magdalen; and it is
said by the same liberal historian®, “ Elizabeth would pro-
bably have treated the Fellows of any college much in the
same manner as James II, if they had proceeded to an
election in defiance of her recommendation;”’ and he rests
the tyranny of the act on the change of times; * the right
was not the less clearly theirs, and the struggles of a
century would have been thrown away, if James II. was to
govern as the Tudors, or even as his father and grandfather
had done before him.” The act remains the same, a wrong-
ful act; but the sanction which he then had, must be taken
into account in estimating the ulterior measures which it
foreboded, or the animus which it indicated. James II.
had taken no oath which Elizabeth had not, and what
would have been borne in the one, was clearly no sufficient
ground for the expulsion of the other.

© State Trials, xi. 1263, ap. Lingard. p. 1564.
P Hallam, p. 104.
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dissenters, chiefly, availed themselves of it': some even
preached in favour of it®. “ The benchers and barristers
of the middle Temple” and, as we are told*, “ every
description of persons, the clergy, non-conformists of all
denominations, grand juries, justices of peace, corpora-
tions, inhabitants of towns, sent up addresses to the
number of some hundreds, in consequence of the declara-
tion,” which is now to furnish an adequate ground for
the king’s expulsion; and of these “ the clergy only limited
their thanksY to some promises of favour to the established
Church.”

On the other hand, the acquittal of the seven Bishops,
and the fair choice of the jury, shewed that, however
James might deem himself entitled to remove judges at his
will, the fountain of justice was not poisoned: the accla-
mations, with which the acquittal was received by the
army ; the affecting devotion of the people to the Bishops
on their way to the tower, and to their trial; and the man-
ner* in which the army had received the King’s appeal to

t < Surely without reproach,” observes Mr. Hallam, (p. 103.) The
remark seems to imply that his conscience revolted at his apology for
those who availed themselves of an illegal act, and then made the
illegality whereby they profited a pretext for rebellion.

® Pease and Barclay at Chester, Barillon ap. Lingard, p. 161.

x Hallam, p. 100.

Y Ibid.

2 Hume, c. 71. This has been strangely overlooked by Mr. Hallam,
p. 117, where he mentions the ¢ numerous army” as one of the pleas
for the necessity of the Revolution. He says also, ““ above all, he
would at the last have recourse to France;” this is wholly gratuitous;
James had shewn no inclination to have any resort to the * hazardous”
and unprincipled ¢ experiment of bringing over French troops:” when
his subjects were in rebellion against him, and had brought over
foreign troops, he disclaimed it; and there is no reason to doubt him.
Yet on such grounds alone Mr. H. contends that * at least the renewal
of civil bloodshed, and the anarchy of rebellion, seemed to be the alter-
native of slavery, if William had never earned the just title of our
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along discouraged the invasion, pointing out that tke king
made no progress in his schemes” Nottingham® excused
himself from signing, pleading scruples of conscience,
because he ¢ apprehended no ill consequences to religion
or the just interests of his highness [the Prince of Orange]
which a little time would not effectually remedy, nor
could he imagine that the papists were able to make
any further considerable progress.” Lord Shrewsbury?,
and Mr. Sidney®, (two of the seven conmspirators,) both
conveyed the same impression to the Prince, as at an earlier
date did Lord Mordaunt’.

Moreover, it is admitted on all hands, that but for the
birth of James’s son the revolution might never have taken
place.

< It was evidently the becoming father of that child,” admits
the same writer, ¢ which rendered his other offences inexpiable.
He was now considerably advanced in life; and the decided
resistance of his subjects made it improbable that he could do
much essential injury to the established constitution during the
remainder of it. The mere certainty of all reverting to a
protestant heir would be an effectual guarantee of the Angli-

one of those faults that can never be repaired; all that can be done
to mend it, will probably make it worse.” p. 235.

¢ Dalrymple, 232, 237. ap. Lingard, 1. c. It is evidently true
that James had made very little progress, or rather experienced a
signal defeat, in his endeavour to place the professors of his own reli-
gion on a firm and honourable basis.” Hallam, p. 116.

4 Dalrymple, p. 214.

e p. 231.

f p.202.

8 Hallam, p. 112. Comp. Lingard, p. 211. ¢ That birth proved the
immediate occasion of his downfall.” Barillon, the French Ambassador,
writes, ‘“ The birth of the Prince of Wales may cause a considerable
change, and strengthen the Monarchical side. But the factious think
it the more necessary to oppose the designs of H. B. M. and that may
hasten the execution of what they wish to undertake.” June 21, 1688,
ib.
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things, partly, we may hope, in mercy to our Church, in
that He allowed us not to plunge into worse extremes, but
also in its evil consequences, as a warning to us, how we
take first wrong steps. The debates in the House of Lords®
shew, that a great part of the nation were not prepared to
make William king; and had not William terrified James
into flight, encouraging the terrors infused by the memory
of his father’s murder, he probably had never himself been
made king. William was made king, without the will and
against the intention of the nation at large, because they
had entangled themselves in a web of their own weaving,
and he held the cord which confined it, drew it round, and
inclosed them, and would not let them escape any other
way.

“ It was urged,” says Burnet*, ¢ that if, upon any pre-
tence whatsoever the nation might throw off their king,
then the Crown must become precarious, and the power of

1 Several peers who joined in inviting the Prince of Orange, said
they would not have done so, had they foreseen the issue. The Bishops,
whom James urged to sign a declaration, expressing that they had no
share in inviting over the Prince of Orange, and signifying their ¢ dis-
like or abhorrence or detestation of his proceedings,” seem to have been
suspicious of the use, which James would have made of it, and not to
have believed that the Prince was really coming. Neither did they
like to be associated with the Bishops of Chester (Cartwright) and
St. David’s. There is no ground to suspect them of temporizing, or
wishing to make use of William, as did some temporal peers. Much
then as one must lament their refusal, one has no right to blame them.
They were also separated from most of their brethren, who had gone
to their dioceses. (See the Account in Clarendon, 307, 812—23.)
They had also been accused falsely in the declaration of William (for
Compton, Bp. of London, alone had joined the conspiracy); and they
might think, that since the like self-exculpation was not required of the
temporal peers, James meant to use their declaration as a proof that
the Bishops approved of his measures. His great earnestness shews
how much value he attached to such a document.

k Own Times, v. fin.
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bers of the Convention, declaring the throne vacant, was
rejected by eleven in the Lords; “ but it was impossible,”
says Hume, “ for the public to remain long in the present
situation. The perseverance therefore of the lower house
[of Convention] obliged the Lords to give way.” To this
may be added, that the House of Lords, then as on most
cases of excitement, probably most truly represented the
permanent sentiments of the people; the lower house of
Convention, moreover, was put together, by chance, from
surviving members of the Parliament of Charles 11, and the
Mayor, Aldermen, and fifty of the Common Council, which,
towards the close of Charles II. reign, “ was' entirely
in the hands of the malcontents,” and whose temper was
not likely to have been improved by the forfeiture of their
charter, even though taken from them under Charles by law,
and restored to them when, just before the invasion, James
redressed all grievances. So little ground is there then for
all boast about the Revolution of 1688, which was finally
carried, because those who wished to make a tool of Wil-
liam, were taken in their own craftiness by one craftier
than they.

Thus far then, it appears, I think, that the alleged justi-
fication of the act of 1688 fails, 1. because it was not on
those principles that it, in fact, proceeded; but from an un-
reasonable panic on the part of the nation and treacheryin
individuals. 2. Because no case can be made out of such
magnitude as to justify the application of those principles,
even supposing those principles to be true. 3. The far-
thest to which these principles would in any case go would
be a passive resistance, a refusal to obey the king against
the laws, (as did our seven Bishops,) not aggression upon
him or his expulsion.

1 Hume, c. §9.






97

those who invited the invader must have been involved in
a civil war,. Englishmen against Englishmen, and made
our country the theatre of foreign war, the French against
the Dutch, had James thought right to use the same means
to defend his throne, as some of his subjects did to over-
throw it; but this only further illustrates the evil of the first
measure. If, as some moderns have contended®, every step
was linked to the former, so that after William's landing
there was no alternative, if James’s recall of his obnoxious
measures was too late, and there was no “locus pceni-
tentie” for a king, then clearly we are to view the first
action in the full concentrated light of all which succeeded
it, not glide smoothly over them, as if they were involun-
tary. So it is with the latter stages of most sin; it is at
least in this sense, involuntary; they who perpetrate it,
feel compunction at it, hesitate, shrink from it, but do it;
because they have “ sold themselves to do wickedness” by
their first act, and they are no longer their own masters,
but slaves.

The excuse “ they were determined on resistance,—and
at last the hand of Providence brought William to the
throne,” somewhat resembles that offered by a saint of
God, in the one unrighteous action, to which he was led by
compromising with a rebellious people; ¢ They gave me
the gold; then I cast it into the fire; and there came out
this calf°.” But the excuse availed him not; ¢ The Lord,”
said Moses to the people, “ was very angry with Aaron
to have destroyed him®.”

Nor can it be conceded that the motives and characters
of the actors in this Revolution are to be passed over, as
irrelevant ; certainly not by one who would justify that act.
For if there was (as there indeed was) a miserable dupli-
city, and self-interest, and private revenge, in many of the

» Hallam, p. 117, 118. ° Exodus xxxii. 24, P Deut. ix. 19.
H
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event, and speak of the principle only, in order to clear '
our own views of Christian obedience in itself.

The resistance to the supreme authority of a state, has
been defended by a sort of common-sense-appeal, ¢ you®
would in such or such a case surely resist a constable, and
since his authority is also from God, if you may resist the
lowest, you may also the highest.” Bearing in mind the
fallacy above stated®, and that resisting a constable and
ejecting a constable, resisting a king or mnot complying
with unlawful commands, and deposing a king, are not one
and the same thing, there are yet other points in which
this supposed analogy between the highest and lowest.
authority fails.

1. It is obvious that the ground of resisting the con-
stable, in any such extreme case as is supposed, lies in the
tnstant necessity of the case. 'When violence is offered to
life, if the authority be not resisted then, it is too late.
There is a fallacy in selecting the instance out of just that
class, in which physical force is necessarily employed.
The analogy would not have held of a judge. Nor had
any life been threatened or endangered by the measures
of King James. 2. The lowest authority does not derive
his power directly from God, but mediately through
other authorities. We have then interpreters of the autho-
rity given to him; his authority is limited by the higher
human authority, which delegated it; so that in resisting
him, when violating his authority, we are executing the
authority which the same source of authority has given to us.
We are acting in obedience to the higher authority in resist-
ing thelower. The king we are bid to obey “ as supreme?,”
i. e. not deriving his authority from any earthly power, but
directly from God, and being the channel through which

b Edinb. Rev. p. 401.  p. 80, 1. 4 1 Pet. ii. 13.
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Nor will the distinction alleged® between the Roman
Emperors whom S. Paul commanded to obey, and the
supreme but limited authority in modern states, avail any
thing. And that on two grounds; 1. that there is no
proof of the alleged compact; 2. that Scripture commands
men to obey not legal only, but illegal authority. It were
indeed very dangerous to leave it to the subject to deter-
mine, when or under what circumstances the Sovereign
broke his coronation oath, and thereby according to this
theory absolved them from their allegiance. It is known
that George III. regarded an act, which afterwards received
the royal assent, as contrary to that oath, i. e. according to
this view, (which, since 1688, may be alleged with much
more force,) contrary to that compact, on which the Sove-
reign held ‘his throne. His words, when pressed by Mr.
Pitt upon that subject, are well known, “ I can go back to
Hanover, but I cannot break my oath.” There was no
doubt also that the act was displeasing to the vast majority
of the English nation ; they who carried it did not venture
to appeal to a fresh and “ free Parliament;” it was a
revolution, as great in its effects as that of 1688, con-
sidered as such. What then could these theorists have
said, against a declaration on the part of a convention,
that ¢ — having endeavoured to subvert the constitution
of the kingdom, by breaking the original contract between
king and people, has abdicated or forfeited the government,
and that the throne is thereby vacant ?”

Even they could hardly hold, (holding as they do that
the House of Commons are the delegates of the people,)
that the Houses of Parliament could, against the will of
the people, with whom the compact was made, absolve
the Sovereign from his oath; most (with George IIL.)
would think that they could not, with it. This is in-

¢ Edinb. Rev. p. 407.
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be acknowledged with thankfulness as the act of God’s
mercy, undoing what we had done amiss, and reforming
what we had deforined: and so, since it has pleased Him
that the direct line of the Stuarts should become extinct,
one may look upon this, not only as removing the last
possible doubt as to the claims of the present line upon the
obedience of all their subjects, but as effacing for the most
part, if not altogether, the blot which stained our shield.
And so again, one may think that regular succession (as it
was allotted to the line of Judah in marked contrast to the
broken reigns of Israel) is the more religious and happy lot,
as not taking things into our own hands, and reposing
more confidence in God, as the calmer proceeding and
having less of self, without therefore insisting that it is, in
all cases, essential. This was not asserted, but rather the
contrary, and the blessings of regular succession no re-
flecting person will probably deny.

And so, without denying that the authorities of a re-
public are included under the Scripture sanction, or that
they who have the misfortune to be born under one, are
bound to obey them, one may hold that the regal form
comes more within the letter of Scripture, has more
sanction from it, enjoys this sanction directly, (whereas
others have it by way of inference only,) and is more in
accordance with the will of God. And some reason of
this we may see, in that the more a form of government
encourages the character of tranquil submission, and dis-
courages self in the mass of the nation, so much the more
favourable is it to the developement of the Christian cha-
racter. Compare the tone of mind produced by the Repub-
lican form of Government (in State, and for the most part in
Church) on a nation descended immediately from our-
selves, with that which in the main belongs to the bulk of
the English people, or again, the effects of dissenting, with

I
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by the desolation which was their destruction, and her
powers and influence thereby developed, she might, un-
aided, well correct all those evils, to which now earthly
monarchy is the counterpoise. What then is contended
for, relates to the present mixed state of things, wherein
the Church is imperfectly developed.

What, however, was contended for, was not the Divine
origin of kingly rule, but the Divine origin of government.
That which was designated as the * unbelieving theory”
presupposes, as the original state of things, one which
Christians know not to have existed, and that whatever
approximation to it any where occurred, was a state of
debasement. It assumes the most degraded state in
which we now find man, to have been his original con-
dition, that he lived much like the beasts which he hunted
and whereon he subsisted, in a half brutish state; that
thence he gradually formed societies, submitting himself,
according to his exigencies, to the most experienced
warrior or the most skilful huntsman, abridging his own
natural rights, and entering into a compact with the
chief whom he elected. Hence it is inferred, that since he
was at one time in a state out of society, he was free to
enter into it upon what terms he pleased, and, upon non-
fulfilment of those terms, his original rights returned; that
power emanated from below, from the people, and might
be resumed at their will.

Quum prorepserunt primis animalia terris,

Mutum et turpe pecus, glandem atque cubilia propter
Unguibus et pugnis, dein fustibus, atque ita porro
Pugnabant armis, quee post fabricaverat usus ;

Donec verba, quibus voces sensusque notarent,

Nominaque invenere ; dehinc absistere bello,
Oppida ceeperunt munire, et condere leges®;

¢ Hor. Sat. i. 3. 99 sqq,
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remarkably points out the connection of kingly and
paternal with Divine rule, of which they are effluences-
“ Images and types, as it were, of the different sorts of
government, you may find in families. For the relation of
the father to his sons, has the character of regal rule; for
the father takes care of his sons; whence also Homer calls
Jupiter ¢ Father;’ for the regal aims at being a paternal
rule.”

And thus God, who at the beginning created all things
in One, even in His Eternal Word, and' “ made of ome
blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the
earth*,” and, when these lower things had dissipated them-
selves, and, by breaking the bonds of obedience, had rent
the band which held them to Him the Centre of all Unity,
and were severed from Himself and from each other,
 gathered together in One all things in Christ®,"—He,
“ the lover of concord,” imparted unity and harmony and
affection to all our relations by making them spring from
one source. From the closest relation of a single family
to that widest which embraces the whole family of
mankind,—family, clan, tribe, nation, language, kindred,
tongues,—He has impressed the character of family upon
the whole human race; long separation effaces it not; a
family likeness remains in those longest severed, and a
kindred tone of mind and feeling abides, as a source of
union,—(such as cements ourselves more naturally to the
German tribes than to the French, or, yet farther, makes us
feel more akin to the sons of Japhet than to the Eastern
descendants of Shem, or the black progeny of Ham)—but
yet, at the very last, there is one outermost band, which
comprehends the whole, not simply that we are man (homo
sum,) but men descended from one common stock, and so

a Acts xvii. 26.
® Eph. i. 10, &rexsperniiractas, ¢ gather together in one Head.”
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‘they are antiquated, that they have lain so long dormant.
‘It is said ;

“ These doctrines went so quietly to sleep, that he who now
arouses them from their century of oblivion may fairly be
termed an innovator,”  a class of writers whom the world had
pretty generally coneigned to a contemptuous oblivion.”

It is a reproach to us and our people that they have
lain so long comparatively dormant; but it was an inevi-
table consequence of the act of 1688. The “ contemptuous
oblivion” was that of men who had acted against a law;
despised the law of God in act, and then strove to forget
what was a reproach to them, like the foolish woman who
‘ forgetteth the covenant of her God.” Who but the
penitent wishes to keep in memory laws or principles
which he has violated? These doctrines had indeed, as has
been observeds, been much shaken by the continuance of
the first rebeilion, and, some time before the second, Bp.
Morley" saw that there were “ few who yet held the doctrine

f Edinb. Rev. p.399. The Reviewer, with an amusing inconsistency,
speaks, in the same breath, in a martial tone, of *“ buckling on once
more the armour of our old revolution principles, which has stood the
buffets of an hundred and fifty years too well to be now laid aside at
the first blast of a hostile challenge, even though wafted from the
cloisters of Oxford;” ¢ has stood the rust of 150 years,” he should
have said, on his own shewing. These * buffets” are like the escape
of that valiant knight from the men in buckram, I am eight times
thrust through the doublet ; four, through the hose ; my sword hacked
like a handsaw ; ecce signum. I never dealt better since I was a man ;
all would not do.” The only antagonist which the ¢ old revolution
principles” have had to stand against, have been the ¢ new revolution
principles ;” but ¢ all would not do.” Against these, they, as being
inconsistent in themselves, bave not stood. See Burke’s Appeal from
the New to the Old Whigs.

g Pref. p. ix, x. Sermon p. 47. and note s.

b ¢¢ Not long before his (Bishop Morley’s) death, (for he then kept
his chamber,) my father carried me with him to Farnham Castle. I
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in the Establishment, the Juring Clergy, were the more
injured by this very opposition of principles; they who
could not, from whatever motive, make up their minds to
“ forsake all,” had to justify themselves to their own con-
sciences. They had chosen a part which, however they
veiled it from themselves, involved a compromise of their
former principles; and it was on this principle so modified,
or confused, that they acted; and their action must, in
their own despite, bend their principle.

It is not necessary to suppose any sordid motives in all
those who retained their preferments, and took the oaths
to William; even Beveridge, though he took the good
Archbishop’s advice, and, when he was offered Bp. Ken’s
not-vacant office, ¢ said Nolo from his heart,” must have
taken the oaths; and Bp. Patrick bore to occupy a seat,
whose possessor God had not yet translated to his rest.
These must have had some means of satisfying themselves.
Bp. Lloyd of St. Asaph, who seems to have had the more
weight, as having been one of the seven Bishops, who had
suffered in the popular cause of resisting James, although
happily he only, with one other, avoided the unattractive
unpopular suffering, involved in declining the oaths to
William, was imposed upon, it is said', by Burnet. He
justified himself at one time, it seems, as if the oath was
only a promise to live quietly under William*, at another,
that “ acquisition begets right';” Dr. Tenison™, afterwards
Archbishop, on the ground, “ that though it were to be
wished it had been otherwise, yet now we were to make
the best of it, and join the government, as it was, for fear of
a worse.” These two theories probably comprised the
Juring Clergy ; that of Lloyd proceeding on the theory
that William had acquired his throne by conquest® over

1 Clarendon Diary, p. 117. kb, 172, 11b, 123.
m Ib. . » See above App. i. p. 68.
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to that between Claudius and Nero. Such would take the
oath in the simple sense of obeying quietly any authority,
aiding none, but letting these things pass over them,
like wintry clouds which hid not from them their Sun.

It is of moment to notice the first principles upon
which people act, since these will enter into their future
conduct, even though subsequently modified. Had the
oath of abjuration, “ acknowledging William as lawful
and rightful king, and denying the right and title of the
Prince of Wales,” been proposed in the first instance,
men’s consciences would have revolted at it, and most of
the Clergy, at least, would probably have become Non-
Jurors. Proposed as it was, towards the end of the reign
of William, it was taken probably in the same acceptation
in which they had already familiarized themselves to take
the former. Inexplicable as it seems that any should take
it who yet held their allegiance to King James, it does not
appear that either the number of the Non-Jurors was
much increased, or the secret acknowledgment of King
James at once abandoned. There seems too much room
for the insulting triumph? over these men’s entangled
consciences, as there is much truth in the concluding
remark ;

“ The dominant faction might enjoy perhaps a charitable [?7]
pleasure in exposing many of their adversaries, and especially
the high Church Clergy, to the disgrace and remorse of per-
jury. Few or none however who had taken the oath of
allegiance, refused this additional cup of bitterness, though so
much less defensible, according to the principles they had
employed to vindicate their compliance in the former instance;
so true is it that, in matters of conscience, the first scruple is
the only one which costs much to overcome.”

Still the oath, however imperfectly received, or however
9 Hallam, t. iii. p. 265.
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merely practical nation) are apt to neglect principles when
not directly embodied in practice. It seems to them useless
to maintain or enquire into principles, which cannot be
carried out immediately into practice. As soon as William
was, in whatever way, made king, the present duty of
peaceable subjection to him, probably went far to efface
the dormant claims of King James. Claims, for the time,
suspended, would give way to the more vivid impression
of actual obedience. The speech of Lord Nottingham to
Burnet* probably expressed the practical character of mind
of very many of the laity, ¢ though he could not agree to
the making a king, as things stood, yet, if he found one
made, he would be more faithful to him, than those who
made him could be on their own principles.”

Again, after the defeat of King James at the Boyne had
extinguished all prospect of his restoration, there was ap-
parently no practical end in maintaining doctrines, which
could not then be maintained without tending to unsettle
the allegiance to the existing authorities. Even although
the new throne was made hereditary, yet to insist strongly
upon hereditary rights was to maintain those of the heir of
King James; to maintain the doctrine of absolute sub-
mission was to impugn the claims of the existing family.
As the feelings of dutiful submission were thus cut off from
the past, so neither had they any present object, around
which to entwine themselves. The new line was suspicious
of loyalty to which they had no claim. It has been truly
though bitterly said®;

t Burnet’s Own Times, v. fin. ¢ They thought” they said ¢ a king
thus de facto had a right to their obedience, and that they were bound
to adhere to him, and to defend him even in opposition to him with
whom they thought the right did still remain. The Earl of Notting-

ham was the person that owned this doctrine the most during these

debates.”
¢ Hallam, p. 124. see also on the trial of Dr. Sacheverel, p. 275, sqq.
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of honesty, purity, faith, taints the whole man; it has
changed him, although he be afterwards even honest, pure,
and faithful: one violation of obedience to the * ordinance
of God” has changed the character and destiny of a whole
nation. We are not what we were.

“ The laws® were not so materially altered as the spirit and
sentiments of the people. Hence those who look only at the
former, have been prone to underrate the magnitude of this
revolution. The fundamental maxims of the constitution, both
as they regard the king and the subject, may seem nearly the
same, but the disposition with which they were received and
interpreted were entirely different.—Laws and statutes as reme-
dial, nay more closely limiting the prerogative than the bill of
rights and act of settlement, might possibly have been obtained
from James himself, as the price of his continuance on the
throne, or from his family as that of their restoration to it.
But what the revolution did for us was this; it broke a spell
that had charmed the nation. It cut up by the roots all that
theory of indefeasable right, of paramount prerogative, which
had put the crown in continual opposition to the people.”

Not only, however, were the principles carried out in a
large body into a virtual republicanism, but the event shook
the feelings of loyalty among quiet people. Their obe-
dience might be transferred, their reverence could not. A
better authority© says in 1777,

“ The state of the country is this ; the people knowing it to

be agreed on all hands, that this king has not the hereditary

- right to the crown, and there being no hope that he who has it

can be restored, have grown cold and indifferent upon the
subject of loyalty, and have no warm atlachment to any king.”

One need not follow into modern times the history of
this change of opinion, or ask whether research into first

b Hallam, iii. p. 124.
¢ Dr. Jobnson, ap. Boswell’s Life, Sept. 17, 1777.
K
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God’s favour, that we may now, without impeachment of
present duty, review the acts of our forefathers, and our
own acquiescence in them ; it seems as if, now the opposite
doctrines have grown, their advocates were ready to abandon
the manure of the Revolution, which fostered them, and in
which (though any see it not) their life is still wrapped up.
“ The Revolution,” it is said by its defenders®, ¢ has for
us no more sanctity than any other great political act, of
which the consequences yet survive.” The difficulties then
in disowning it, are diminished ; the panic of Popery soon
subsided, and left the mass of the nation, at least in
England, indifferent to it ; politicians only, who wished to
build on upon the foundation so laid, or to extol themselves
and their own party, gave it a spurious celebrity ; or, so
long as a claimant to the throne existed, were obliged to
maintain it; but it never could have any hold upon people’s
affections ; it was a calculating affection which they bore
it. It is indeed one thing to condemn the principles of
the Revolution, and another to act upon the principles,
which condemn it; it is a difficult task to take shame to
ourselves for what we gloried in, and for having gloried
in it; but it is yet more difficult to unlearn ¢ the heathen
notions of manliness and nobleness of character, of which
we ate so unwilling to divest ourselves.” “ How many,”
says its late upholder" well, “ how many devices of worldly
wisdom, how many false systems of worldly honour and
morality, how many rebelling impulses of the heart, are
crushed by this stern command !”

They, too, who would maintain the ancient principles of
Non-resistance, must prepare for obloquy and the charge
of inconsistency which was ever the share of the Church at
the hands of the world. At first, also, men’s unacquaintance

‘8 Edinb. Rev. p. 398. b Ib. p. 400.
K2
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for the sake of that Ark, that we ¢ pray for her peace,” and
if that be bidden to remove, it is not in the deserted hill-
top of Zion, but in the living temple, which is ¢ throughout
all the world,” that our home is. The interests of secular
politics is in proportion as they bear upon the Church, and
since we know not what is good for her, we must often be
in that proportion indifferent about them.

The main object of the Sermon was to inculcate, in the
times which are coming upon the earth, patience and self-
denial; the Revolution of 1688 was (as the day suggested)
animadverted on as a signal case of the reverse, of a fretful
and self-depending impatience and self-will; and that, both
as an object of repentance, and in warning; the Church has
once disobeyed, and she has suffered, not as yet in her
temporal estate, but in her spiritual*; a great revolution in
part has, in part is, taking place with regard to the relation
of the State to her, which must, at last, break up many of
those bonds, which have been entwined round her, since,
and as the consequence of, the Revolution; her bondage
seems likely to be unintentionally loosened through their
agency, who would fain see her ¢ sit in the dust;” and her
entrusted powers for the benefit of mankind called out to a
greater extent than heretofore. But, as a condition of this
high and enlarged office, and of all other duties which may
seem to be in store for her, as the reformed Apostolic
Church of the West, probation and severity appear to be
likely to be allotted to her, as they have been to her
branches in Scotland and America. . Severity, by an uni-

k ¢« By the profanation of the offices of the Church to strengthen
secular parties,” the Author meant chiefly her bishoprics, which since
the Revolution has been made subservient to political ends, and which
were not before, (see the places quoted in the Sermon, p. 48. not. q,r.);
ke did not mean, (as the Edinb. Rev. has explained it,) of “ political
services in the Liturgy.”












APPENDIX IIL
OXFORD DECREE OF 1683.

——

The ‘“ Oxford Decree’ of 1683 is here reprinted,
both because persons have a very vague notion
about it, as something containing certain ultra
doctrines about government, instead of being, as it
is, a careful and thoughtful document, and in
order to shew in what company certain maxims,
now commonly received, are found, and from what
sort of persons they proceed. Collyer* says, that
* most of the authors from whom the propositions
were extracted, had either acted in or abetted the
late rebellion. The Decree was drawn up in Latin
by the [Regius] Professor in Divinity [Dr. Jane],
passed the Convocation on Saturday, July 21, and
presented to H. M. in English on the 24th.” Both
the English and Latin consequently are authentic
copies.

The Address from the University of Cam-
bridge, about the same time, contains altogether
the same doctrine, though not enunciated in the

same formal way. It says®,

¢ No earthly power, we hope, no menaces or misery, shall
ever be able to make us renounce or forget our duty. We will

* ii. g02. _ v ib. g05.
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The Fourth.

The sovereignty of England is in the three estates, viz.
King, Lords, and Commons. The King has but a co-ordi-
nate power, and may be overruled by the other two. Lex
Rez. Hunton, of a Limited and Mized Monarchy®. Baxter's
H. C! Polit. Catechis.

’ The Fifth.

Birth-right and proximity of blood, give no title to rule
or government ; and it is lawful to preclude the next heir
from his right and succession to the crown. Lex Rex. Hunt’s

delivered at a conference concerning the power of parliaments to pro-
ceed against their king for misgovernment :”’ and the heads in the title
page, upun which these speeches are pretended to be made, are in
number nine, and the very same, verbatim, with the titles of Dole-
man’s nine chapters in his first part of the *‘ conference touching the
succession to the crown:”’ and the matter and words of the speeches
themselves, almost in all things, are the very same, except the transi-
tions, connections, and some few, not material passages, which are left
out. From these conferences of Doleman, which by crafty men were
published by retail, in several Pamphlets, speeches, declarations, per-
nicious deductions, &c. and from the nine speeches last mentioned, all
the factious in the late times of rebellion, were furnished with argu-
ments, reasons, examples and pretences for their seditious practices.
And the suggestions of the act for the trial of King Charles the first,
and the materials of the long speech Bradshaw made, to declare the
grounds of the sentence, and aggravate the things laid to his charge,
by mis-applying both law and history, were borrowed from these books:
as likewise was much of the most seditious part of Milton’s book,
entituled,  the defence for the people of England.” Also in the year
1665 at London, was printed an abstract of Parsons’ book containing
the substance, and often the words of it.” True and Exact History of
the Succession—written for the information of such as have been
seduced by the * brief history of the succession,” p. 1, 2. [Christ
Church Pamphlets, 4. C. 17.]

d ¢« Goodwin, Joh. one of the most violent of the Republican Secta-~
ries in the time of Charles I. was born 1593, died 1665.” Watt. Bibl.
Brit.

¢ A Treatise of Monarchy in two parts; concerning Monarchy in
general, and concerning this particular Monarchy. 1643, 4to.

f Holy Commonwealth, or Political Aphorisms, opening the true
principles of Government. Lond. 1659, 12mo.

L
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supersedes the obligation of all others, whensoever they
stand in competition with it. Hobd’s De Cive. Leviathan.
The Eighth.

The doctrine of the Gospel concerning patient suffering
of injuries, is not inconsistent with violent resisting of the
higher power in case of persecution for religion. Lez Rez.
Julian Apostate. Apolog. Relat.'

The Ninth.

There lies no obligation upon Christians to passive obe-
dience, when the prince commands any thing against the
laws of our country; and the primitive Christians chose
rather to die than resist, because Christianity was not
settled by the laws of the empire. Julian Apostate.

The Tenth.

Possession and strength give a right to govern*; and
success in a cause or enterprise, proclaims it to be lawful
and just: to pursue it, is to comply with the will of God,
because it is to follow the conduct of His Providence.
* Hobbe's. ® Owen’s Sermon before the Regicides, Jan. 31, 1648.
Bazxter. Jenken’s Petitionm, Oct. 1651.

The Eleventh.

In the state of nature, there is no difference between
good and evil, right and wrong; the state of nature is a
state of war, in which every man hath a right to all things.

The Twelfth.

The foundation of civil authority is this natural right,

which is not given, but left to the supreme magistrate upon

1 ¢¢ An apologetical Narration, humbly submitted to the Hon. Houses
of Parliament, by Thomas Goodwin, Philip Nye, William Bridge,
Jer. Burroughes, Sidrach Simpson.” Lond. 1643. Also entitled, ¢ An
apologetical Narration of some Ministers, formerly in exile, now mem-
bers of the assembly of Divines.” [Christ Church Pamphlets, B. 129.]

m ¢ Certain Conscientious Queries of Mr. William Jenken, being the
grounds of his late Petition and Submission to the present power,
1651, whereunto is annéxed his Petition, still very much desired.”
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The Sixteenth.

All oaths are unlawful, and contrary to the word of God.
Quaker.

The Seventeenth.

An oath obligeth not in the sense of the imposer, but the
taker’s. Skeriffs Case.

The Eighteenth.

Dominion is founded in grace.

The Nineteenth.

The powers of this world are usurpations upon the pre-
rogative of Jesus Christ; and it is the duty of God’s people
to destroy them, in order to the setting Christ upon His
throne. Fifth-Monarchy-Men. ’

The Twentieth.

The presbyterian government is the sceptre of Christ’s
kingdom, to which kings as well as others are bound to
submit; and the king’s supremacy in ecclesiastical affairs,
asserted by the Church of England, is injurious to Christ,
the sole King and Head of His Church. Altare Damascenum".
Apolog. Relat. Hist. Indulg. Cartwrighte. Travers".

The Twenty-first.

It is not lawful for superiors to impose any thing in the

worship of God that is not antecedently necessary.
The Tuwenty-second.

The duty of not offending a weak brother, is inconsistent
with all human authority of making laws concerning indif-
ferent things. Protestant Reconciler®.

8 The author was David Calderwood, a learned Presbyterian writer.
It was published under the name (formed from his own by trauns-
position) of Edwardus Didoclavius. It contains a bitter attack on
Episcopacy and the English Liturgy. The author had been banished
in 1618, published the Alt. Dam. in Holland, A. 1623, and returned to
Scotland 1637, (a little before the formation of the Covenant.) Pref.
to the A. D.

° Hooker’s Puritan Opponents.

P < Protestant Reconciler, humbly pleading for condescension to dis-
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for what God hath commanded or approved in one age,
must needs oblige in all. Goodman. Knox. Naphtali®.
The Twenty-sixth.
King Charles the First was lawfully put to death, and his
murderers were the blessed instruments of God’s glory in
their generation. Milton. Goodwin. Owen.

The Twenty-seventh.
King Charles the First made war upon his parliament,
and in such a case the king may not only be resisted, but
he ceaseth to be king. Baxter.

We decree, judge, and declare all and every of these
propositions to be false, seditious, and impious, and most of
them to be also heretical and blasphemous, infamous to
Christian religion, and destructive of all government in
Church and State.

We farther decree, That the books which contain the
aforesaid propositions and impious doctrines, are fitted to
deprave good manners, corrupt the minds of unwary men,
_stir up seditions and tumults, overthrow states and king-
doms, and lead to rebellion, murder of princes, and atheism
itself : and therefore we interdict all Members of the Uni-
versity from the reading of the said books, under the
penalties in the Statutes expressed. We also order the
before-recited books to be publicly burnt by the hand of
our Marshal, in the Court of our Schools.

s ¢ Naphtali, or the Wrestlings of the Church of Scotland ; with the
testimonies of some who have died for the Truth since the year 1660 ;
ascribed to Sir James Stewart or Stuart, of Goodtrees Bt., Solicitor-
General for Scotland, and Mr. Js. Stirling, Minister of Paisley. Sir
J. S. wrote in its defence in 1699, ¢ Jus Populi Vindicatum, or the
People’s right to defend themselves and their covenanted Religion, vin-
dicated : being a Reply to the first part of the Survey of Naphtali.”
sc. “ A Survey of the insolent and infamous Libel, entituled Naphtali ;
by Andrew Honyman, Bp. of Orkney.” Edinb. 1668. 2 parts, 4to.
[Watt.]
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“ To say that in nothing they may be followed which are of the Church of
“‘ Rome were violent and extreme. Some things they do in that they are men, in
¢ that they are wise men and Christian men some things, some things in that
¢ they are men misled and blinded with error. As far as they follow reason and
¢ truth, we fear not to tread the selfsame steps wherein they have gone, and
“ be their followers. Where Rome keepeth that which is ancienter and better,
¢ others whom we much more affect ; leaving it for newer and changing it for
“ worse ; we had rather follow the perfections of them whom we like not, than
¢ in defects resemble those whom we Jove.”

HOOKER, Book V. ch. xxviii. sect. 1.

“ They which measure religion by dislike of the church of Rome, think every
“ man so much the more sound, by how much he can make the corruptions
“ thereof to seem more large ..... Wisdom therefore and skill is requisite to
“ know, what parts are sound in that Church and what corrupted.

¢ Neither is it to all men apparent which complain of unsound parts, with
¢ what kind of unsoundness every such part is possessed. They can say, that
¢“ in doctrine, in discipline, in prayers, in sacraments, the Church of Rome bath
¢ (asit hath indeed) very foul and gross corruptions; the nature whereof, not-
“ withstanding, because they have not for the most part exact skill and know-
¢¢ ledge to discern, they think that amiss many times which is not ; and the salve
¢ of reformation they mightily call for, but where and what the sores are which
“ need it, as they wot full little, so they think it not greatly material to search.”

HoOKER, Book IV. ch. viii. sect. 2.

GILBF:IIT & RlvinoroN, Printers, St. John’s Squai-é; London.




My DEAR LoRD,

IN ordinary times it is best and simplest to be silent
amidst misrepresentations, and to commit our inno-
cence to Gob, leaving it to Him to bring it out when
to Him seems good ; “ As for me, I was like a deaf
“ man and heard not, and as one that is dumb, who
“ doth not open his mouth ; I became even as a man
“ that heareth not, and in whose mouth are no re-
¢ proofs : for in Thee, O Lord, have I put my trust;
“ Thou shalt answer for me, O Lord my God.”
Extensive good to the many must always be pur-
chased by the suffering of the few ; it is a portion of
the Cross which our Lorp has bequeathed as a pre-
cious gift to His disciples, and they must take it
humbly and thankfully; glad if they may indeed
think that they have a portion of it, yet scarce ven-
turing to decide for themselves whether it be in
truth His Cross, or the chastisement of their own

1 Ps. xxxviii, 13—18.
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talk of ” deep and sacred subjects of theology, and
descant on the gifts of God in Baptism, or on the
succession of Bishops ; or a defence of the Establish-
ment ' be changed into an “ accuser of its brethren.”
Amid this chaos, it is certainly nof strange, that the
wildest misconceptions should be commonly circulated
and greedily received ; that tales about the writers in
the “ Tracts for the Times” should take the place of
other novelties, and that those who live to * tell
or to hear some new thing,” should be more in-
terested in their novelty than their truth; or that
truths which were handed down to us by our fore-
fathers, and which in the last century, and in the be-
ginning of the present, were held by the majority of
the Clergy, should be stigmatized as novelties, be-
cause new to such as have taken their opinions from
a modern school.

This ferment has already had its use; the names
of individuals have been branded, but the doctrines
or practices which they recommended have been at
least partially received. Many who opposed them,
were obliged to advance a certain way, in order to
take a position from which they might with ad-
vantage attack them : still more frequently, men were
thus constrained to consider subjects which they had
hitherto left out of sight, but which, once brought
before them, demanded an audience, and thereon
found admittance, through their manifest coincidence

! ¢« Essays on the Church,” originally, and still for the most
part, an useful exposure of the pseudo-voluntary system.

S
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" whole), have shrunk .away, or sunk "to rest; most
have-discovered that one hour and an half in a week
is but very little to offer to Almighty Gop: the
murmurs against the Athanasian Creed and the im-
precatory Psalms, are no longer heard: and those
who retain their wishes for some alteration, are con-
tent to abandon it for the time as hopeless, and to
comnfort themselves, that if the Liturgy were more
perfect, “ the sort of idolatry now often offered to it !”
would be increased, and it might be “ placed not only
on a level with the Bible, which indeed men often
do already, but even above it.” Thus the Church has
gained a respite ; and persons, who love her, might
the more cheerfully go on with the task of studying
her character, and developing it in their own practice,
and inculcating it on their flocks.

And with this we should have been contented,
had we ourselves, or our own character, alone been
concerned. Each year is changing or modifying the
opinions of numbers among those, who once regarded
as novelties the truths which we have put forth in
the name of our Church: many now support them,
who once opposed them ; and of those who have been
too long trained in a different system to receive any
new impressions, many yet see thus much, that there
is nothing in these views inconsistent with piety;
and so they are content to wait with Gamaliel, to see

Hooker’s Defence of the length of the Church Service, Eccl, Pol.
V. xxxii. and notes, ed. Keble. ) ’
1 Essays on the Church, p. 270.
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there must always be reason to fear lest the truth
should be evil spoken of, through the exaggerations of
those who receive it,) we feel ourselves acquitted,
not of human infirmity, but of having put forth any
such doctrine, or in such spirit, as would call for the
admonitions of those who have authority in the
Lorp’s vineyard.

But this acquittal by your Lordship, calculated in
itself to inspire confidence in the members of the
Church, and to procure us peace, has proved only
contemporaneous, at least, with yet more violent and
more extended censure. Even your Lordship’s name
and office has not been spared, simply for having ac-
quitted us'; many seem to be perplexed, as if there
must be some evil about the thing, of which there is
so much evil spoken ; as the chief captain commanded
to examine St. Paul “with scourging, that he might
“ know wherefore they cried so against him.” Acts
xxii. 24.

Inreverence then to your Lordship’s office, I would
endeavour at least, to show those who will see, that
we were not undeserving of your Lordship’s kind-
ness ; both lest your Lordship’s holy office (for person-
ally your Lordship would be unconcerned) should in
the eyes of any be compromised; and in hopes of
restoring in some measure that spirit of concord,
which your Lordship would promote; for which we
pray; and which we very sensibly need, now that

! Church of England Review, reprinted in the Times newspaper.






11

prayer in the same part of the service which it occu-
pied in the ancient ritual, to bow at the name
of our Lorp, to stand during the reading of the
Gospel, to administer confirmation, to “ turn his face
«“at any time from the people’, or before service
« ended, remove from the place where it was begun,”
and the like, were accounted Popish by those of the
« extreme reformation,” whose principle it was that
“in nothing they may be followed which are of the
“ Church of Rome®” Whither that principle leads,
our Church has once bad but too unhappy expe-
rience. But the principle, although modified, is not
abandoned ; it is not now Popish to bow at the~——
name of our LorD in the Creed, but it ¢s Popish to
do so at any other time ; the Cross in Baptism is not
Popish, but for any, privately, to retrace that mark
upon himself, though a practice of the early Church, is
Popish ; to baptize infants is not Popish, but to hold—
that all infants derive benefit from Baptism is alto-
gether Popery ; to bow to the Altar where such (asin
some cathedrals) is the received custom, is not Popish,
but to speak of it with respect is 8o ; the title « Altar,”
is not Popish in the coronation-service, because it is
part of the ritual of our Church ; but, (though a scrip-
tural and primitive title) used by any private Clergy-
man, it is an indication of Popery *: to kneel towards
the east, is not Popish in a Cathedral, or in the Ordi-

Hooker Eccl. Pol. V. xxx. beg.
* Hooker E. P. V. xxviii. beg.
? Essays on the Church, p. 290. Fraser’s Answer to Dr. Hook’s
Call to Union, p. 8. * Essays, p. 287. Fraser, p. 21.
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allow of the phrase, “ The Protestant religion in
« general, and the Church of England in particular,”
lest they should thereby seem in any way to identify
themselves with the foreign Churches. Thus then,
again, that is to be Papistical in the beginning of
the 19th century, which was not at the close of the
17th; or the main body of our Clergy had then a
Papistical leaning. The adoption of a Lutheran title
might surely better prove those who use it, to identify
themselves with the Lutherans, than its rejection to
imply any lurking feeling for the Church of Rome.
The title, as simply negative, is ill-fitted to character-
ize the faith of any portion of the Christian Church ;
it speaks only of what we do not hoid, not of what
we do hold, and is accordingly in some countries, as
Italy, adopted by those who intend thereby to deny,
not the errors only held by Rome, but the Faith
which she has retained : “ which imagine the canker
“ to have eaten so far into the very bones and mar-
* row of the Church of Rome, as if it had not so
“ much as a sound belief, no, not concerning Gop
“ Himself, but that the very belief of the Trinity were
« a part of Anti-Christian corruption'.” For the most
part, Protestant is there the title assumed by the in-
fidel. And this abuse of the title lies in its very na-
ture ; it is always more real to describe ourselves by
what we are, than to state merely what we are not, lest
in time our faith should shrink into the mere denial
of error, instead of being a confession of the truth.

! Hooker E. P, IV. viii, 2. ed. Keble.
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not wish,) we have never expressed a wish, to have
any alteration in the Liturgy of our Church ; as we
mistrust others in their way, so we mistrust ourselves
in our own; they think that our Church erred in re-
taining too much, we think that she might have
retained more of what was ancient in the Breviary
and the Missal, without approximating in any way
to the corruptions of modern Rome: but there is
this difference in our principles, that they, not ac-
customed to any high views of Church discipline,
for the most part as soon as they have an end in view,
which they think good, think also that it is good to
realize it any how; form societies, enter into com-
binations, prepare schemes for accomplishing it,
take the initiative in it, hoping that those “set over
us in the Lorp” the Bishops of our Church, will in’
time fall into it. They are, what they have up-
braided one of our friends for terminghimself, “ Eccle-
siastical agitators;” only our friend meant by the
name “ to rouse the Church from within to a sense
of her own privileges and gifts,” they act upon it, as
referring to outward changes, whether in her Liturgy
or discipline, produced by the “agitation” of a portion
of her members. We have been taught to know
our own place in the LorD’s vineyard ; that we are
“under authority;” that Fur office is not to reform
our Church, to add or to take away from her, but to
obey her ; to study her character, to see how we may
more and more bring out and realize her teaching
and her principles. , We have, further than this, said
! Froﬁée’s Remains, T. i. p. 258,
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“ ment not so much for retaining the present form
“of the Prayer-book” [for which he had been con-~
tending] “as for resorting to what is older. To my
“ own mind, it is an argument for something different
“ from either, for difidence. I very much doubt,
* whether in these days the spirit of true devotion is
“ at all understood, and whether an attempt to go for-
“ ward or backward, may not lead our innovations to
“ the same result. 1If the blind lead the blind, shall
“ they not both fall into the ditch?” I at least, my
Lord, must own that I felt impressed and reproved
by this deep and self-restraining feeling of a young
and ardent mind, mingling self-abasement with aspi-
rations after something higher, and acknowledging
himself unworthy to “unloose” even ¢ the shoe-
latchet” of that form of worship which in our own
devotions we so imperfectly realize.

The feeling of our friend in this passage, and our
own, is briefly this, we must have acted up more to
the theory of our Church as she is, before we attempt
to alter any ritual belonging to her. We must
amend ourselves before we amend any thing of her’s.
When the body of our Clergy shall have acted up to
her injunctions, by performing for years, day by day,
her daily service, then may they be judges whether
any improvements may be introduced into that
service; when our service shall have become daily

8o also it is implied, they are * crumbs” which we are not worthy
to gather up. The expression is abasement of self, not deroga-
tion of our service, which is but too good for most of us.

B
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so shall understand her, and may supply any thing
lacking to her. Till then, our only safe course is to
abide as we are, fitting ourselves to receive any en-
largement of our treasures, by learning gratefully to
appreciate and to use those which we have. What
is good in itself might not be good to us, until we
are other than we are.

It is then, my Lord, by judging of us according to
their own habits of mind, and inferring that we
should feel, act, and think as they would, were they
in our stead, that they have come to these strange
notions about us. They, with the impatience of
modern habits, could not see a fancied defect, with-
out at once casting about how #key might remove it ;
they cannot understand that men should think it their
duty to sit still, should not have a wish to remove
it, if they could ; should think that it had been better
otherwise, that hereafter what they think best in the
abstract, may be best for our Church; may even speak
of these things in the hopes of preparing for their
ultimate restoration, if it may be, in the days of our
sons’ sons ; but meanwhile would not, if they might,
restore them. I mean not in so saying to claim any
superiority for ourselves over others; we are, each as
we have been trained to be; the difference is in
the systems, wherein we have been formed ; I would
only account for the mistakes which must arise, if
those who act upon one set of principles are judged
upon by the other. Thus, we would freely express,

B2
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“ tion, it would be no despicable one. For ourselves,
“ we find enough of satisfaction in it, not to be eager
“ for any of those changes in the relation of Church
“ to State, which late political events and constitu-
“ tional reforms make abstractedly fitting. What
“ may be the duty of persons in high stations in the
“ Church, is another matter, or what might be the
“ Church’s duty if her members one and all were of
“ one mind and one judgment in all things, or what
“ may be the duty of individuals as a matter of con-
“ gcience in the event of certain contingencies; but
“ at this moment, we conceive that Catholic truth
* will spread and flourish more satisfactorily under the
“ existing state of things than on any alteration which
“ could be devised. We feel no desire for the meet-
“ing of convocation; we are not even earnest in
“ behalf of a repeal of the Statute of Premunire,
“ though it would certainly be becoming and just.
“ We want changes of no kind, whether in the
“ Prayer Book, or Articles, or Homilies, or Govern-
“ ment, except anything can be shewn to us in our
« present state to be literally and directly sinful. We
“ are content to take things as we have received
“ them, and are quite sure that that system which
« was sufficient for the expansive minds of Andrews or
“ Laud, has not been so circumscribed by subsequent
« political events, but it will hold us pigmies, how-
“ ever large we grow. We may like some parts of
“it less than others; we may conceive that some
¢ parts might be more primitive, other parts more
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safe with regard to these essential articles, in that it
would depart neither to the right nor to the left from
that which the Universal Church had attested to be
the Apostolic and Scriptural creed, the greater, be-
cause unsuspected, danger will beset those who pro-
fess to draw their faith, unaided, from Holy Scripture.
If it overtake them not, it is because their faith is
better than the principles which they profess; they
are sound and orthodox, not in consequence of their
principles, but in despight of their natural tendency.
The natural bias of what terms itself a “ Scriptural
Theology” is to a naked Creed; it would cast aside
all but Scriptural terms ; confine itself to Scriptural
phrases; reject as “scholastic distinctions” the fuller
declarations, which have been committed to the
Church ; boasts of contenting itself with what it terms
practical truths, or what it decides to be such ; takes
further statements, first as simply negative, then
supersedes them as having been useful formerly, but
not needed now', dwells not upon them, drops them

1 ¢ The like may be said of the Gloria Patri and the Athana-
¢ sian Creed. It was first brought into the Church to the end
¢ that men thereby should make an open profession in the Church
“ of the Divinity of the Son of God against the detestable opinion
*¢ of Arius and his disciples, wherewith at that time marvellously
¢ swarmed almost the whole of Christendom. Now that it has
¢ pleased the Lord to quench that fire, there is no such cause
““ why these things should be in the Church, at the least why
¢ that Gloria Patri should be so often repeated.”— Cartwright
ap. Hooker, E. P. V. xlii. 1. ed. Keble, and Hooker’s answer,
especially § 11 sqq.
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claim against tradition, are probably upheld by tradi-
tion against heresies which destroy the soul. And so,
we trust, they will continue; but though there is all
hope that they will be protected against the grosser
forms of heresy, the subtler form of Sabellianism
creeps over the mind almost unperceived ; and the
objections against the title @cordxoc, with which we
have been assailed, imply that some have sadly for-
gotten, what was the origin of the Nestorian heresy '.

This instance may illustrate the danger of an over-
anxiety to recede from Rome, or of sacrificing truths
which that corrupt Church has abused; it would lead to
too long and involved a discussion to point out, article
by article, wherein we, with our Church, differ from
that of Rome; I will therefore trespass no longer
upon your Lordship’s time than the occasion re-
quires, and will confine myself to those articles upon
which we have been rumoured to approach nearer to
Rome, than the limits of our Church allow. In so
doing, I must make many statements, which to
your Lordship are trite and familiar ; but my object
is to lay before your Lordship an explicit confes-

! «The Christian Knowledge Society has latterly erased from
“ one of its publications the phrase, ¢ The mother of God,’ rightly
¢ judging it to be Popish. The British Critic demands its re-
¢ instatement, observing, ¢ As to styling the Blessed Virgin the
‘ mother of God, did the Essex ministers ever chance to hear of
¢ the council of Ephesus ?” "—Essays on the Church, p. 288. ;
also p. 304. Yet the State, by advice of our Church, acknow-
ledged that what the Council of Ephesus * ordered, judged, or
¢ determined to be heresy,” is such, 1 Eliz. 1. 36.
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overlooked ! by those who employ this article against
the right use of tradition, occurs, wherever the suffi-
ciency of Holy Scripture is mentioned ; so that the
compilers of this article must have just meant to ex-
clude the case to which people now so carelessly apply
it, of “ things, not necessary to salvation.” Thus, again,
in the engagement required at Ordination and Con-
secration, this limitation is inserted in each clause ;
“ Are you persuaded that the holy Scriptures contain
« sufficiently all Doctrine required of necessity for
“ eternal salvation through faith in Christ Jesus? and
“ are you determined out of the said Scriptures to in-
“ struct the people committed to your charge, and to
“ teach nothing as required of necessity to eternal salva-
“ tion, but that which you shall be persuaded, may be
“ concluded and proved by Holy Scripture??” The
very word also, “ required,” shews that the Church
had in view some one in authority who had the
power to “require.” In the preceding articles our
Church had embodied the doctrines of the Creeds,
which, and which only are Articles of Faith, or “ ne-
“ cessary to be believed in order to salvation.” Those

? Thus, one argues that the Apostolical succession is against
our Articles, because it cannot be proved by Scripture, and by
that Article nothing is to be held [omitting  as necessary to sal-
¢ vation”] which cannot be so proved. There seems to be the
same sort of confusion in ¢ Dr. Hook’s Call to Union, an-
swered,” p. 9. though the instances given are mostly Popish cor-
ruptions, and so against ¢ tradition” also.

? See further Mr. Keble’s Postscript to 3rd ed. of the Sermon,
entitled * Primitive tradition recognized in Holy Scripture.” p.
12. sqq.
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believed “as necessary to salvation,” unless those which
can be so proved, might be required. This very article
then, in laying down the “sufficiency of Holy Serip-
ture as “the source of all saving truth,” at the same
time recognizes the existence of an authority which
may “ require to be believed as essential to salvation,”
what it “can prove thereby.” And this authority, in
the 20th Article she declares, as in the 6th she im-
plies it, to be the Church; for in the 20th Article,
there recurs the same language, that,  as it must not
« decree any thing contrary to Holy Writ, so besides
“ the same, ought it not _to emforce any thing to be
« believed jfor necessity of salvation.” Within this
same limit, however, drawn equally by the 6th, and
20th Articles, the 20th Article expressly states,
what the 6th implies; ¢ The Church has authority in
“ controversies of Faith.” The Church is subject to
Holy Scripture, but set over individuals; she may
not (1) “ expound one place of Holy Scripture that
“ it be repugnant to another,” nor may she (2) de-
« cree any thing against Holy Writ,” nor may she (3)
“ bestdes the same, enforce any thing to be believed
“ for necessity of salvation ;” but then the very fixing
of these limits of her power, shews that she has
power within these limits ; that she is the “ expositor
« of Holy Writ,” provided she do “ not expound one
“ place that it be repugnant to another;” she may
“ decree things,” provided they be not “ against Holy
“ Writ;” she may “ enforce things to be believed”
even “ for necessity of salvation,” provided they be
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the Church is the medium through which that know-
ledge is conveyed to individuals; she, under her re-
sponsibility to Gop, and in subjection to His Scrip-
ture, and with the guidance of His Spirit, testifies to
her children, what truths are necessary to be believed
in order to salvation; expounds Scripture to them ;
determines, when controversies arise; and this, not
in the character of a judge, but as a “ witness” to
what she herself received.

And in this view of the meaning of our Church,
we are further confirmed by the Canon of the Con-
vocation of 1571, to which we have of late often had
occasion to appeal ; the same Convocation which in-
forced subscription to the Articles.

“They [preachers] shall in the first place be careful
“ never to teach any thing from the pulpit to be reli-
¢ giously held and believed by the people, but what
“ is agreeable to the doctrine of the Old or New
“ Testament, and collected out of that very Doctrine by
“ the Catholic Fathers, and ancient Bishops.”

So have we ever wished to teach, “what is
“ agreeable to the Doctrine of the Old or New
Testament,” and as the test of its being thus agree-
able, we would take, not our own private and in-
dividual judgments, but that of the Universal Church,
as attested by the “ Catholic Fathers and Ancient
Bishops.”

This, my Lord, were perhaps sufficient ; nor need
we, we conceive, go into the private opinions of those
engaged in our Reformation; seeing that they, in many
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“ the Sacrament, and of other my doctrine, whatsoever
“ ¢t be, not only I mean and judge, as the Catholic
¢ Church and the most holy Fathers of old meant and
« judged, but also, I would gladly use the same words
“ that they used, and not use any other words ; but to
“set my hand to all and singular their speeches,
“ phrases, ways and forms of speech, which they do
“ use in their treatises upon the Sacraments, and to
“ keep still their interpretation.”

And hence our Divines fearlessly appeal to the
whole period when the Church was one, and spake
one language, and could speak as one; as Bishop
Jewell in his celebrated challenge ': “ I said, perhaps
“ boldly, as it might then seem to some men, but as
“ I myself and the learned of our adversaries them-
“ selves do well know, sincerely and truly, that none
“ of them all, that this day stand against us, are able
« or shall ever be able to prove against us any one of
“all those points, either by the Scriptures, or by
« example of the primitive Church, or by the old
“ Doctors, or by the ancient general Councils.—

“ The words that I then spake, as near as I can
« call them to mind, were these: If any learned man
« of all our adversaries, or if all the learned men
« that be alive, be able to bring any one sufficient
« gentence out of any old Catholic Doctor, or Father,

! Sermon preached at Paul’s Cross, (Works, pp. 57, 58.) ex-
tracted more at length in Tracts for the Times, No. 78. * Testi-
mony of writers in the later English Church to the duty of

maintaining quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus traditum
est.”

(o]
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“ canonists, I despise them utterly’ Are all the
“ gchool-doctors and canonists now become tnfesta-
“ biles, t. e. so far out of credit, so infamous and so
“ vile, that they may not be allowed to bear witness?
“ Whose then are they? Are they not all M.
“ Harding’s own doctors ? Is he now ashamed of his
“ own %—And yet will he suddenly condemn them
“all, every one, by one sentence, Abbots, Bishops,
« Archbishops, Decrees, Decretals, Cardinals, Saints,
“and Popes and all together! But we must
“ pardon M. Harding; he dealeth indifferently
“ and is nothing partial. For even with the like
“ reverence he useth all the ancient Doctors of
“ the Church, and others of later time, that fight
“ on his side, and are allied to him. ¢ Tertullian,’
“ he saith, ¢ was an heretic, and wrote this or that
“ in defence of his heresy.’ ¢St. Cyprian,” he saith,
« ¢<had an ill cause, and defended a falsehood, and
“ wag driven to the very same shifts whereunto all
‘6 hereticks are driven.” ¢ It seemeth,” saith he, ¢ St.
« Jerome was deceived by a rumour,” &e. &c. Thus,
“ we see, M. Harding has a commission to control
« all manner of Doctors whatsoever, Greeks, Latins,
“ Old, New, his own and others, if they come not
“ readily to his purpose. Nicolaus Cusanus'® saith,
« ¢Pope Eugenius tells us this thing is true, if he
« will have it true, and not otherwise.””

The Anglican Divines, then, whom we follow as the

1 De Concordan. 1. ii. c. 20.
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genuine Apostolic tradition, to be established by the
consent of all times, all Churches, and the great
Doctors of all those Churches; Rome, (like Ultra-
Protestants,) follows modern traditions, assumes them
to be Apostolic, simply because she holds them, and
she is infallible; and so was the ancient Church, in
communion with Rome ; and so she must have taught
then the same as Rome does now. And thus she
brings in her modern corruptions, against which the
appeal to Christian Antiquity is the surest safeguard.
Scriptural language she can (as did the enemy of man-
kind to whom she is partially in bondage,) plausibly
apply: many of her chief corruptions, she (in com-
mon with Ultra-Protestants) rests on the language
of Scripture, and (in common also with them) in
contradiction to the ancient Church ; but the appeal
to Antiquity she cannot elude. It is too full, too cir-

 are found to differ, the truth abiding the same; and that
¢ Scriptures are adapted to the times, and variously understood,
¢ being explained at one:time in conformity to the rite then
‘ universally prevalent, and again their meaning being changed
‘“ when the rite is changed. For Christ to whom the Father hath
‘¢ delivered the kingdom of heaven and earth, in both uses a sort of
“ economy, and either by secret inspiration, or by a clearer expla-
* nation, suggests what suits each distinct period. Wherefore if
‘¢ the Church’s interpretation of the same Gospel precept be diffe-
“ rent now from heretofore, yet this sense mow current in the
 Church, being inspired for the use of the Church, as being suited
“for the times, is to be accepted as the may of salvation. It is
“ therefore an absurd argument, to try to object to an universal
“ rite of the [Roman] Church out of the writings of their pre-
¥ decessors.”
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as to the source of that power ; Rome places it in her
own assumed infallibility ; our’s, in the office of the
Church, as the depository of, and witness to, the
traditions confided to her: so then, beyond the name
of tradition, the Church of Rome and our Divines
differ in every thing besides.

It might yet be satisfactory to state two or three
points bearing upon this subject :—

Ist, (lest the name of tradition should appear to
imply an indefinite body of truth,) as to the subjects
comprehended in the traditions acknowledged by
the Church. These, as drawn out by the learned
Dean Field’, are (1) the number and names of
the authors of books divine and canonical, (2) that
summary of the chief heads of Christian doctrine
contained in the Apostles’ Creed, (3) “The form of
“ Christian doctrine and explication of the several
« parts thereof, which the first Christians, receiving
“ of the same Apostles that delivered to them the
¢ Scriptures, commended to posterities.” [ Whence it
was enabled to expand the Apostles’ Creed into
the Nicene and Athanasian.] (4) “ Rites not ex-
“ pressly contained in Scripture, though the grounds,
“ reasons, or causes of their necessity, or benefit are ;
¢ as Infant Baptism.” (5) The particular application
of things generally ordained; “ of this sort, many
“ think, the observation of the Lenten fast, the fast
“ of the fourth and sixth days of the week, and

! Of the Church, p. 375, extracted more fully in the Catena
above quoted, p. 12—15.
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from meeting, that she may not, as a whole, fix any
of these errors. What further fulfilments our Lorp’s
promise may have hereafter, we know not; or whether
the Church shall again be at one, and so be in a con-
dition to claim it in any enlarged degree. It might
be so; for although we have broken our traditions,
yet might an appeal to those of the Church, when it
was yet one, set at rest what now agitates us. For
the present, sufficient for us, what has been bestowed
in the period of her unity; the main articles of the
faith have been fixed and guarded by her, and we
possess them in her Creeds, and believe that the
Church shall, by virtue of her SAviour’s promise,
preserve them to the end. With this, Rome is not
content; we take the event, (as it is ever ruled to
be) as the interpreter of prophecy; ske would bind
her Lorp to accomplish it in her own way; will not
accept of any thing short of what seems good to her;
settles that the unity essential to its accomplishment,
concentrates in herself; and in this way continues it
on to the present time, applies it to every thing,
great or small’; and so gathers the promise around
and identifies it with herself, and makes it part of
her state and majesty. The indefectibility of the
Universal Church is to become the safeguard of the
one see of Rome, and to draw all other Churches to

! ¢ Our sentiment then is, that the Church absolutely cannot
err, neither in things absolutely necessary, nor in others, which
she proposes to us to be believed or done, whether they are con-
tained in Scripture or no.”—Bellarm. Controv. de Eccl. iii. 14.
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truth which it has corrupted; the Romanist theory
is bound up with Aer doctrine of traditions, she limits
the doctrine on the one hand to the portion of the
Church in communion with her, and on the other
hand extends it to all subjects which that Church
may determine; the Anglican view regards the pro-
mise as belonging to the universal Church, but re-
strained to those Articles of the faith which were
delivered to her, and which in her real (Ecumenical
Councils she has defined; one may add, the Ultra-
Protestant view narrows the promise, like the Church
of Rome, in extent, to a handful of believing Christ-
ians, and, like Rome also, changes the subjects of the
Faith, substituting a system of its own for Catholic
truth ; differing, as before, from Rome in this, that
what Rome claims to the Churches of her own com-
munion, it applies to individuals®.

The contrast between the Roman claim to infalli-
bility, and our Anglican acknowledgment of the
indefectibility of the Church, has been so clearly
pursued by Mr. Newman? that I must beg per-
mission to insert it.

“ Both we and Romanists hold that the Church

! ¢ When they interpret these promises, so full of exceeding
consolation, ¢ Lo I am with you always,’ and ¢ He shall guide
you into all truth,’ as given to the universal Church as a whole,
not to individual Christians, what else do they than take away
from all Christians the confidence, which ought to result thence
for their encouragement ?”’—Calv. Institt. 4. 8. 11.

? L. c. * Indefectibility of Church Catholic,” p. 259.

D
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“ Christendom ; we cut ourselves off from no branch,
“ not even from themselves. We are at peace with
“ Rome as regards the essentials of faith ; but she tole-
“ rates us as little as any sect or heresy. We admit her
“ Baptism and her Orders; her custom is to rebaptize
“ and reordain our members who chance to join her.

“ These distinctions are sufficient for my present
“ purpose, though they are only a few out of various
« differences which might be pointed out. They are
“ gurely portions of a real view, which, while it re-
“ lieves the mind of those burdens and perplexities
“ which are the portion of the mere Protestant, is
“ essentially distinct from Romanism.” -

(4) There yet remains one other fear which I
would wish to remove, namely, lest this appeal to
Christian Antiquity should abate of men’s reverence
to their own Church. It is natural that they should
dread this, who have looked upon their own Church
as a modern Church. To them the authority of their
own and the ancient Church must seem to stand in
contrast; to us the authority of either, though not
equally full, still goes in the same direction. We
wish not to add any thing to our Church, but to de-
velope what she has; it is admitted by all, that many
points, being incidentally noticed in her formularies, -
need expansion : a modern school would wish to have
this done exclusively by reference to the Reformers;
we, thankfully acknowledging her to be a sound
member of the Church Catholic, from which her
Liturgy is derived, would resort to the fountain

' D2 -
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her private judgment deduced from Holy Scripture,
we teach because we also think it to be so deducible;
if we did not so think, we should obey, must belong
to her, but could not teach: her Sacraments we re-
ceive, because she has received the commission to
impart them ; her rites, because she has the power
to ordain or to change them. To our own Church
we owe submission ; to the decisions of the Church
universal, Faith.

This relation, in which we stand as members both
of a particular Church, and of the “ Holy Church
universal,” is expressed with such pious humility by
Archbishop Bramhall, that I too cannot but beg to
express, in his language, what our wishes would be,
as far as any of us may, or are forced to, speak of
ourselves. “No ' one can justly blame me for honour-
“ ing my spiritual mother, the Church of England, in
“ whose womb I was conceived, at whose breasts I
“ was nourished, and in whose bosom I hope to die.”
Yet though his love was to his immediate mother,
his allegiance was more especially to the “ mother of
“ us all.” He proceeds after a while: «“ Howsoever it
“ be, I submit myself and my poor endeavours, first
“ to the judgment of the Catholic Ecumenical essen-
“ tial Church, which if some of late days have en-
“ deavoured to hiss out of the Schools as a fancy, I
“ cannot help it. From the beginning it was not so.
“ And if T should mistake the right Catholic Church

! Works, p. 141, quoted more fully by Mr. Newman on
Romanism ; Advertisement.
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proximating to Rome have of late been founded ; it
were easier to draw a parallel (as has in part been
done) between the Romanist and Ultra-Protestant.
(1) Both agree in appealing to their own interpreta-
tion of Holy Scripture against the agreement of
Catholic antiquity '. (2) Both claim to this case

! See Mr. Newman, on Romanism, Lect. 7.—* Instances of
the abuse of private judgment,” § 5, 6. where he shows that
Purgatory and the Pope’s Supremacy came in through misapplica-
tion of Scripture, against tradition. In like way, the right to
administer the Holy Eucharist in one kind, is rested on passages
of Scripture, Luke xxiv. 80. 85. Acts ii. 42. 46 ; xx.7; xxvii. 85.
which would be very strong, were not all tradition of all Churches
for nearly thirteen centuries against it. Other instances of this
abuse of Scripture argument are quoted in Mr. Newman's work.
The same was observed by Bp. Jewel, who in his * reply to Dr.
Cole,” (Works, p. 43.) thus puts a number of them together.
“ Howbeit, of such reasons ye have store enough, as I were able
to show you at large, if need so required. As where ye say:

Extra de Qua sunt potestates 3 Deo ordinatee sunt: The
Majoritate powers that be are ordered by God :
et obedi- Ergo, The Pope is above the Emperor.
entia. Spiritualis & nemine judicatur : The man that is

ruled by God’s Spirit, is judged of no man :
Cap. unam  Ergo, No man may judge the Pope.
Sanctam. Sancti estote, quoniam ego sanctus sum: Be ye
holy, for I am holy, saith the Lord :
Innocentius Ergo, No married man may be a Priest.
dist. 82 Pro- Christ said unto Peter, Solve pro me et te: Pay
posuisti : the tribute for me and thee :
Roffensis Ergo, the Pope is head of the Church.
Durandus.  Ecclesiasticus saith, In medio ecclesiz aperuit os
suum : He opened his mouth in the midst of the

congregation :
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(3) Both appeal (though Ultra-Protestants less now
than formerly) to individual Fathers, when they make
for them, and set them aside when against them’.
(4) Both will take one Father who sides with them,
against the whole stream of Antiquity if against
them. (5) Both hold, that the Spirit had reserved
for these later times, what He denied to the earlier;
that certain truth may now be arrived at, where
the Ancient Church was in doubt and error?; only,

to be proposed to us, that we may embrace them, depend on them,
and plead them in prayer, considering the glory of the Divine
veracity as concerned in their accomplishment to every believer ;
let them try whether they can possibly evade one of these two
conclusions— either that Gop hath failed of His promise, or that
He hath in the main, and as far as is expressed, led the author by
His Holy Spirit to the knowledge and belief of the truth.” In
like way, * Essays on the Church,” p. 304.

! Thus Basnage (Hist. des Eglises Réformées, P. i. c. 6. § 4.)
appeals to Clemens Romanus, in behalf of his view of justifica-
tion by faith, supposing the truth to have been obscured or lost
ever after in Christian Antiquity.

? 8ee Mr. Newman on * Romanism.” So again Bp. Jewel,
L c. “Itisa world, to consider the reason ye use to prove your
purpose withal. For ye say, the Church in Christ’s and the Apos-
tles’ time was but an infant ; but now she is well-stricken in age,
therefore she must be otherwise dieted now than she was then.
This is not the handsomest comparison that I have heard of. For
I never heard before now that Christ and His Apostles were called
infants ; or that ever any man before now took upon him to set
them to school. Esay saith, that Christ should be Pater futuri
seculi ; that is, the Father of the world to come, which is the time
of the Gospel. And St. Hierom, in your own Decrees, calleth the
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against her, as if she would give witness for Rome,
which she would not give, they hope to escape hear-
ing the testimony which she would give against the
Anti-sacramental system of Geneva.

But this is an alarming course, and the irreverential
spirit in which it is begun, bodes but ill of its termi-
nation. It were an ungrateful task, were any to set
themselves systematically to show that Christian Anti-
quity were not to be trusted; yet this would require
patience and research ; but what must one think of
the piety and reverence, which would make sport
with the supposed defects of the KFathers of the
Church, and discover their father’s shame; which
would repeat from mouth to mouth the one or other
saying, which themselves had first misunderstood and
distorted, in order triumphantly to ask, what could
be thought of the judgment of men who could so
speak? Truly, it seems like the Philistines making
sport with the mighty man whose eyes they had first
put out, and likely to meet with their end. It was
scarcely in so irreverential, but in the same sceptical
spirit, that Semler, the parent of German Neology,
began unravelling the belief of his country: but the
criticism of the Fathers mounted up to the criticism
of the Apostles; and the criticism of the Apostles to
that of their LorDp ; and the disbelief in their LorDp
is in its last stage become a dethroning of Gop, and
a setting up of self, a Pantheism which worships Gop
as enshrined in self.

This subject, upon which I have detained your
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“ tens, sut profusus :” he who is simply liberal, will be
neither, though by either extreme he will be con-
founded with the other. <« Extremes meet,” because
they proceed on no settled principle, but on passion ;
they are guided by no internal rules, but are blown
about, this way or that, by the force of outward cir-
cumstances ; the mean goes on fixed principles, and
therefore holds on an even course, undeviating and
therefore never approximating to either extreme
And so our English Church has by the Church of
Rome been confounded with Ultra-Protestants, and by
Ultra-Protestants has ever been thought to approx-
imate to Rome. In the present instance, it is but
accident that Rome appeals to Antiquity, or Ultra-
Protestantism to Scripture ; both have an ulterior
object, to maintain their own system; but Romanism
will found its errors on Scripture, or will disparage
Christian Antiquity with Ultra-Protestantism. And
Ultra-Protestantism, in its turn, will neglect the
plain meaning of Scripture, or appeal to Christian
Antiquity, to establish views formed independently
of Antiquity; whereas the genuine English system,
being founded on Holy Scripture as interpreted by
Christian Antiquity, possesses a deep reverence for
Scripture as the source of the Faith, and for Anti-
quity, as its witness and expositor ; and appealing to
both, for the office assigned to them by Him who
gave them, has only so much in common with either
extreme that it holds the truth which they have per-
verted, but approximates in no way to their errors.
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imputed to us. It is so plain a truth, and has been
so often inculcated by us, that every sin of man
which is remitted, is remitted only for the sake of
His meritorious Cross and Passion, every good and
acceptable work is such through His power working
in us, that little, I believe, has thus far been ob-
jected. The objections have been founded not on
the Article, but on men’s inferences from it. The
Article opposes “ Faith” as the origin of our justifi-
cation, to works ; it excludes works from being any
meritorious cause of justification ; « faith only” means
in its language “ faith, not works.” A modern school
has very strangely extended the reference of the
Article, and opposed man’s faith to the Sacrament of
His Lorp. They say, «faith only” means, that Faith,
—as opposed to every thing else, not works only, but
Baptism,—is the channel whereby the merits of
CHRIST are conveyed to the soul to its justification.
But, my Lord, such a contrast was plainly neither
in the minds of the writers of the Article, nor is it
in their words; the whole subject of Baptism was
altogether foreign to that which is handled in Zkis
whole series of articles on the relation of faith to
works, before and after justification ; (ix—xvii.) the
writers specify what they do mean; they exclude
man’s works ; they refer every thing to the merits of
CHRIST: “by faith only” excludes, then, man’s works,
not any thing which is not man’s. Whether He be
pleased to convey justification directly to the be-
liever’s soul, or through His own ordinance of Bap-
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or good works as necessary to its continuance, as that
it excludes Baptism as the channel whereby God be-
stows it. Whatever charge then is conceived to lie
against this view will equally hold against the earlier
Non-conformists!, who had not reduced Justification
to a mere imputation, but regarded it as resulting
from the indwelling of the Spirit. In Mr.Newman’s
words %, on the relation of Justification by faith to
Justification by works, “If indeed I said that works
“ justify in the same sense as faith only justifies, this
“ would be a contradistinction in terms; but faith
“ only may justify in one sense, good works in another,
“ and this is all that is here maintained. After all,
“ does not Christ only justify? How is it that the
« doctrine of faith justifying does not interfere with
“ our Lord’s being the sole justifier? It will of
“ course be replied, that our Lord is the meritorious
“ cause, and faith the means; that faith justifies in
“ a different and subordinate sense. As then Christ
« justifies in-the sense in which He justifies, alone,
“ yet faith also justifies in its own sense, so works,
“ whether moral or ritual, may justify us in their
“ own respective senses, though in the sense in which
“ faith justifies it only justifies.—Indeed, is not this
“ argument, as has been suggested already, the very
“ weapon of the Arians in their warfare against the
“ Son of God? They said, Christ is not God, be-

! E. g. Baxter quoted by Mr. Newman, 1. c.
2 Lect. xii. * Faith viewed relatively to Rites and Works,”
p. 816.
E
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“ is constrained to seek for another righteousness or
« justification to be received at God’s own hands,
“ that is to say, the forgiveness of his sins and tres-
« passes, in such things as he hath offended.” Then
it speaks of this justification as being bestowed by
Gop, and received by faith. “ And this justification
“ or righteousness which we so receive of God’s
« mercy and Christ’s merits, embraced by faith, is taken,
“ accepted, and allowed of God, for our perfect and
« full justification.” And then, having named the
Sacrifice of CHRIST as the meritorious cause of our
justification, the writer proceeds: *“ Insomuch that
« infants, being baptized and dying in their infancy,
« are by this Sacrifice washed from their sins, brought
“ to God’s favour, and made His children and in- -
“ heritors of His kingdom of heaven. And they
“ which in act or deed do sin after their Baptism,
“ when they turn again to God unfeignedly, they are
« likewise washed by this Sacrifice from their sins, in
« such sort that there remaineth not any spot of sin,
“ that shall be imputed to their damnation.” * Here,”
observes Mr. Newman ', “is distinct mention of faith
« justifying affer Baptism, but no mention of its jus-
“ tifying bdefore Baptism; on the contrary, Baptism
“ is expressly said to effect the first justification.”
“ The writer proceeds: ¢ This is that justification or
“ righteousness which St. Paul speaks of, when he
“ saith, No man is justified by the works of the

! Lect. x. * Justification by Faith only,” p. 263.
E2
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“ every page of the Ancients, is alone a sufficient
“ argument to overthrow ¢hat solifidianism, which
“ many have attempted to build up out of Holy
“ Scripture and the testimonies of the Fathers; as
“ our most learned and pious Thorndike, of blessed
“ memory, has evinced in different places of his writ-
“ings. For it appears hence, that faith by itself
“ does not suffice to obtain justification; but that
“ outward Baptism is required besides, when it may
“be had; but that at all events that promise of
“ a new life, which is wont to be made at Baptism,
“is of necessity required;” and, again', “In the
“ New Testament, John Baptist is said to have been
« gent by God, ‘to preach the baptism of repentance
“ to the remission of sins, where are set down
“ together the end and the means leading thereto;
« the end is remission of sins or justification; the
“ means our Baptism and repentance.”

There is, however, another wide difference between
the views which we have inherited from, *to say the
least, the greater number of English Divines,” and
those now held by a large portion of the Church,
resulting from our different views of the connection
of justification with Baptism. The view prevalent
with this class appears to have been borrowed from
Luther, and so to be nearly that condemned by the
Council of Trent, that « Justifying ? faith is nothing

1 1b. S. 8. § 12. ? Sess, 6. can. 12,
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Holy Ghost, “the' habitation in us of God the
“ Father, and the Word incarnate through the Holy
“ Ghost:” or to quote a fuller passage?, “It may
“ be remarked that whatever blessings in detail
“ we ascribe to justification, are ascribed in Scrip-
“ ture to this sacred indwelling. For instance, is
« justification remission of sins? the Gift of the
“ Spirit conveys it, as is evident from the Scripture
“ doctrine about Baptism; ‘¢ One Baptism for the
“ remission of sins.” Is justification adoption into the
“ family of God? in like manner the Spirit is ex-
« pressly called the Spirit of adoption, ¢ the Spirit
“ whereby we cry,” Abba, Father.” Is justification
« reconciliation with God ? St. Paul says, ¢ Jesus Christ
“ ig ¢n you, unless ye be reprobates.’ Is justification
“life? the same Apostle says, ‘ Christ liveth iz me.
« Is justification given to faith # he also prays ‘that
« Christ may dwell in’ Christians’ ¢ hearts by faith.’
“ Does justification lead to holy obedience # Our Lord
“ agsures us that ¢ he that abideth in Him and He in
“ him, the same bringeth forth much fruit’ Is it
« through “justification. that we rejoice in hope of the
« glory of God? in like manner ¢ Christ in us’ is said
“ to be ¢ the hope of glory.””

The three views of doctrine part widely in their
practical effects; the Lutheran?® view, especially as

! Newman on Justif. Lect. 6. *“On the gift of Righteous-
ness,” p. 160.

? Tb. p. 166, 7.

3 The Council of Trent condemns those who hold “ that it is
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there are, are the result of past duty, of an im-
planted integrity, of Gop’s law within them, in
despite of their system. Their tendency is to act
upon a theory, not upon Scripture; to. suppose that
if the feelings be right, the acts will, as a matter of
course, be right ; and so to neglect that about which
Scripture bids them be diligent. To take the most
systematic developement of this theory; the first
thought which occurs to the mind of a Wesleyan, in
speaking of his spiritual state, is, not what tempta-
tions he has surmounted, or failed in, what duties he
has neglected, or performed, but, what were his feel-
ings? His “ experience” concentrates in these.

¢ True faith,” observes Mr. Newman?, ¢ is what

“ God.” What a strong contrast with the peace resulting from
continued growth in grace are such lines as :
Where is the happiness I knew
When first I knew the Lord ;
And felt the heart-reviving view
Of Jesus and His word ?
‘What peaceful hours I then enjoyed !
How sweet their memory still !
But now 1 feel a painful void
No human joys can fill.
Such lines would describe truly a backsliding Christian, or a
dejected one, who had been taught to make his feelings the test
of his state; but they are too likely to make one think himself
backsliding, because his feelings are not what they were. The
more practical view is given in Mr. Newman's Sermons, vol. i.
¢ On the use of excited feelings in religion.”
! On Justification, Lect. 18. “On preaching the Gospel,”

p. 385.
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“and ‘there is love,’ but we can only say, ¢this is
“ God’s grace,” and ‘that is His holiness,” and °that
“ is His glory.””

Just the reverse of this is the Romanist. His
theory leads men as naturally to look chiefly to their
works, and as it has a Pelagian fendency (although
it has been held together with high Augustinian
doctrine) so may it readily lead them to look to their
own works as their own; to weigh them, balance
them, evil against good, make the one compensate
for the other, settle their several values; at last,
hold the ALmiGHTY their debtor, as if the more
eminent saints had a supererogation of merits. “ It
“ makes,” to use Mr. Newman’s! words, ¢ its hea-
“ venly grace a matter of purchase and trade.”
“ Romanism,” as he again says? “ by its pretence
« of Infallibility, lowers the standard and quality of
“ Grospel obedience, as well as impairs its mysterious
“ and sacred character; and this in various ways.
“ When religion is reduced in all its parts to a
« gystem, there is hazard of something earthly being
“ made the chief object of our contemplation instead
“ of our Maker. Now Romanism classifies our
« duties and their rewards, the things to do, the
“ modes of pleasing God, the penalties and the re-
« medies of sin, with such exactness, that an indi-

! On Justification, lect. 8. ¢ Righteousness viewed as a gift
and as a quality,” p. 221.

? On Romanism, &c. lect. 3. * Doctrine of Infallibility mo-
rally considered,” p. 125.
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“ comeliness, being frozen (as it were) into certain
“ attitudes, which are not graceful except when un-
« studied.

“The injury resulting to the multitude from the
“ same circumstance, is of a different but not less
“ gerious nature. While, of those who aim at the
“ more perfect obedience, many are made self-satisfied,
* and still mord formal, the mass of Christians are
“ either discouraged from attempting or countenanced
“in neglecting it. If, indeed, there is one offence
‘ more than the rest characteristic of Romanism, it
“ is this, its indulging the carnal tastes of the mul-
“ titude of men, setting a limit to their necessary
“ obedience, and absolving them from the duty of
“ gacrificing their whole lives to God.”

The Anglican doctrine directs men to look neither
to their faith nor their works, but to CHRIST alone,
“ the Author and Finisher of their faith,” not stay-
ing to analyze their feelings, nor weighing their
works in a balance, as if claiming Heaven either by
faith or works, but looking simply to Him, striving
to follow Him, to do as He bids; to act as He
guides; to look off from things behind, to press for-
ward to things before, as having Him ever before
our eyes, Whose Goodness and Greatness and Holi-
ness and Glory are immeasureable, yet Who bade us
follow in His steps, and “in Whom instrengthen-
ing” (évdvvapovvre), because indwelling, St. Paul « could
do all things;” “ Who' is our Righteousness, by

! Newman on Justif, lect. 6. “on the gift of righteousness,”
p- 167.
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“own? or, on the other hand, to the mere title of
« righteousness, which cannot be literally approached
“ or profaned by us? no,—but to the glorious She-
“ kinah of the Word Incarnate, as to the true wed-
“ ding garment in which the soul must be dressed.
“ Does not such a view far increase, instead of di-
“ minishing our responsibilities ¢ does it not make us
“ more watchful and more obedient, while it comforts
“ and transports us? Surely it takes our minds off
“ ourselves in order to fill us with triumph, awe, and
“ godly fear at what we are and what we hold within
“us. When are we the more likely to dread sinning,
“ when we know merely we ought to dread it, or
“ when we see the exceeding peril of it? When are
“ we the more likely to keep awake and be sober,
“ when we have a present treasure now to lose, or a
¢ distant reward to gain? Is it not more dreadful,
¢ when evil thoughts assail us, more elevating and
“ ennobling in affliction, more kindling in danger
“ and hardship, to reflect (if the words may be said),
« that we bear God within us, as the Martyr Ignatius
« expresses it, that He is grieved by us or suffers
“ with us according as we carry or renounce His
« Cross,—I say, has not this thought more of per-
« guasiveness in it to do and suffer for Him than the
« views of doctrine which have spread among us? Is
“ it not more constraining than that which considers
« that the Gospel comes to us in name, not in power;
« deeper, and more sacred than a second, which
“ makes its heavenly grace a matter of purchase and
6
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« gelves ; the others thought of Christ. To look at
“ Christ is to be justified by faith ; to think of being
« justified by faith is to look from Christ and to fall
“ from grace. He who worships Christ and works
« for Him is acting that doctrine which another does
“ but enunciate ; his worship and his works are acts
“ of faith, and avail to his salvation, because he does
“ not do them as availing.”

Art. XVL. Of sin after Baptism.

From this difference in the view of Justification, it
could not be, but that there should be a material
difference as to the view of sin after Baptism. And
the charges on this subject relate simply to myself.
Some, I believe, have gone so far as to imply that I
contravene the Article, although I prefaced what I
said with a statement in its very words; others al-
lege only that my statements interfere, according to
their view, with the doctrine of justification by faith.
And this could not be otherwise. For in that they
sever Justification from Baptism, and make it to
consist in the “act of reliance upon the merits of
CHRIsT only,” sin, according to them, is forgiven, a¢
once, upon each renewal of this act : and in that they
thus virtually substitute this act for Baptism, a man
has thereupon no more to do with his past sins, than,
according to the doctrine of the Church, he has with
those remitted by Baptism. Since, moreover, they
identify this act with Justification, then a man’s jus-
tification is renewed, so often as this act is renewed :

F
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truly repent.” But who “ {ruly repent;” what are
helps towards #rue repentance ; when a man, who has
been guilty of *deadly sin wilfully committed after
Baptism,” may be satisfied that he is truly repentant
for it ; whether and to what degree he should, all his
life after, continue his repentance for it ; whether he
be altogether pardoned, or whether only so long
as he continue in a state of penitence; wherein his
penitence should consist; whether continued re-
pentance would efface the traces of his sin in him-
self ; whether he might ever in this life look upon
himself as restored to the state in which he had been,
had he not committed it; whether it affect the de-
gree of his future bliss, or its effects be effaced by
his repentance, but their extinction depend upon the
continued greatness of his repentance ; whether ces-
sation of his active repentance may not bring back
degrees of the sin upon him; whether it shall appear
again in the day of judgment; these, and the like,
are questions upon which the Article does not speak,
but upon which a modern popular theology has de-
cided very peremptorily, and will have no inter-
ference with its decrees. According to it, the whole
office of repentance is to bring men to CHRisT, the
terrors of the law are to drive men to dread the
punishment due to their sins, to renounce them, to
seek for reconciliation through the free mercy of
CHrist; and so far is, of course, true; but when
men have thus been brought to “lay hold of His
saving merits,” then, according to them, their sins
F2
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ligion to die in;” but even the Romish, in its cor-
ruptions, scarcely offered terms so easy, at all events
made not a boast of the easiness of its terms; if it
had but the dregs of the system of the ancient
Church, stale and unprofitable as these often were,
‘they had yet something of the strength or the bitter-
ness of the ancient medicine: they at least, testified
to a system, when men made sacrifices for the good
of their souls, humbled themselves in dust and ashes;
practised self-discipline ; “ accused ' and condemned
“ themselves, that so they might find mercy at their
“ heavenly Father’s hand for Christ’s sake, and not
“ be accused and condemned in that fearful judg-
“ ment;” felt “ the remembrance” of their past sins
to be “ grievous * unto” them, “ the burthen” to be
“ intolerable ;” “ were grieved and wearied with the
burthen of their sins;” “ turned * to God in weeping,
“ fasting and praying;” “bewailed * and lamented their
« ginful life, acknowledged and confessed their of-
“ fences, and sought to bring forth worthy fruits of
“ penance ;” and in cases of notorious sin, were “put?
“ to open penance, and punished in this world that
“ their souls might be saved in the day of the Lord.”
The sun of the ancient Church was setting, sadly ob-
scured by the mists and vapours of earth which had
gathered roundit; yet it did occasionally gleam
through on the eye, which watched constantly for it

! Visitation of the Sick. ? Communion Service.
? Commination Service.
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the misgivings which might awaken them from their
security, lowered the tone and standard, whereat they
were to aim, and threw them on the Church, to whom
the dispensation of those treasures of mercy were
committed, rather than on Him, in whose Name she
dispensed them. She took upon herself the office of
the Judge, anticipated His sentence, and stood in
His place. Such were the effects of her portion of
it, its corruptions; but insomuch as she retained from
Antiquity, the system bore witness to the holiness
of Gop; the grievousness of offending Him; the

“ earnestness, indignation, fear, vehement longing,
zeal, revenge,” which the Apostle! says “ godly sor-
row worketh ;” it spoke of holier times and holier
practices than it realised or encouraged, to those
who had ears to hear. But this modern system,
whose very boast it is to make works of no account?;
which teaches people, on their deathbed, after a life
of profligacy and infamy, servants of sin and Satan,
destroying, as far as in them lay, the souls of others,
to put away all painful remembrance of past sin, and
to exult and triumph in having cast away ¢ their
righteousnesses” (which theyhad not) “like filthyrags,”

! 2 Cor. vii. 10, 11.

. ? Thus a very popular and in many respects valuable account
of the destruction of a vessel, speaking of the apparent conversion
of some, under the immediate prospect of sudden death, appealed
strongly to this proof of the value of faith without works.
¢ What,” it said, * would they have done, who make salvation

depend in any degree upon works in such a case, when there was
no time to perform them ?”
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Absolution, to beseech God to “grant us true re-
pentance—a truer and deeper repentance than we
have ;—prays for it in the Litany, in connection with
our past “ sins, negligences, and ignorances ;” prays
again throughout Lent that (what & modern system
looks upon as taking place once only in life) «“ God
“ would create and make in us new and contrite
“ [broken] hearts; that we worthily lamenting our
« gins and acknowledging our wretchedness,” &c. and
thus, to the. verge of the grave, or whenever sickness
brings death and judgment in nearer sight, she not
only exhorts a/l « truly to repent,” but prays for
them that  the sense of their weakness may add
« strength to their faith, and seriousness to their re-
« pentance.” She would have both deepened in us
to our last breath, that we may in penitent trust
close our eyes, and approach the Judge of all—with
the words of that great example of humble repent-
ance and exceeding faith, ¢ Lord remember me, when
“ Thou comest in Thy kingdom.” The very titles
with which she accompanies the name of repentance
show how deep and earnest her views of repentance
are ; she never names it without some word to ex-
press its reality. Thus she speaks again and again of
“ true repentance ';” “and seriousness to repentance?;”
“ unfeigned repentance *;” “earnest and true repent-

' Twice in the Daily Absolution, in Visitation of the sick
(where it occurs three times, being omitted in the prayers for per-
sons troubled in mind or in conscience) ; Litany ; Commination
Service, twice. ? Visitation of sick.
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feverish anxiety to be altogether at ease; our
Church sets him in the way in which Gop’s peace may
descend upon him, but forestalls not His sentence.
She has no second Baptism to give, and so she
cannot pronounce him altogether free from his past
sins. There are but two periods of absolute cleansing,
Baptism and the day of judgment. She therefore
teaches him continually to repent, that so his sins
may be blotted out, though she has no commission to
tell him absolutely that they are; she repeats to him
his Lorp’s words, “ Come unto me, all ye that labour
and are heavy-laden, and 7 will give you rest,” and so
sends him to her Lorp that he may “find rest for
his soul,” but does not anticipate His gracious act ;
she absolves him, «if he earnestly and heartily desire
it,” “by His authority committed unto” her, and
then, (even while holding out her most solemn form
of Absolution, as a means of relieving the troubled
conscience,) she confesses the incompleteness of her
own act, in that she subjoins a prayer for pardon of
those sins, from which she had just absolved him;
“O most merciful God, who dost so put away the
“ sins of those who truly repent, that Thou remem-
“ berest them no more ; Open Thine eye of mercy
“ upon this Thy servant, who most earnestly desireth
“ pardon and forgiveness; impute not unto him his
“ former sins.” The very renewal of her Eucharistic
absolution “ pardon and deliver you from a/ your sins,”
attests that she does not hold them to have been all
absolutely remitted ; but thus she sets him in a way
6
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“ tion of hands. For this visible sign, (I mean lay-
“ ing on of hands,) is not expressly commanded in
“ the New Testament to be used in Absolution, as
“ the visible signs in Baptism and the Lord’s Supper
“ are; and therefore Absolution is no such Sacrament
“ as Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are, and though
“ the ordering of ministers hath this visible sign and
“ promise, yet it lacks the promise of remission of
“ gin, as all other Sacraments besides the above named
“ do. Therefore neither it, nor any other Sacrament
« else, be such Sacraments as Baptism and the Com-
“ munjon are. But in a general acception, the name
“ of a Sacrament may be attributed to any thing,
“ whereby an holy thing is signified. In which un-
«“ derstanding of the word, the ancient writers have
« given this name not only to the other five, com-
“ monly of late years taken and used for supplying
“ the number of the seven Sacraments, but also to
“ divers and sundry other ceremonies, as to oil,
“ washing of feet, and such like; not meaning thereby
“ to repute them as Sacraments, in the same significa-
“ tion that the two fore-named Sacraments are. And
“ therefore St. Augustine, weighing the true signifi-
“ cation and ezact meaning of the word, writing to
« Januarius, and also in the third book of Christian
¢ doctrine, affirmeth that the ¢ Sacraments of Christ-
“ ians as they are most excellent in signification, so
“ are they most few in number ;' and in both places
“ maketh mention expressly of two, the Sacrament
“ of Baptism and the Supper of the Lorp. ' And -

G2
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altogether shrinks from denying that sacred rites may
be termed “sacraments,” but expressly calls them
so, only laying down that they are “not suck Sacra-
ments as Baptism and the Communion are,” agreeing
herein altogether with the Fathers. The modern
school may apologize for, or elude the passage, but
they clearly would not themselves have so written.
(2) He does not even deny that some of those, which
are not, in the highest sense, “sacraments,” have a
spiritual gift conveyed in connection with them. On
the contrary, of Absolution he expressly says, that
“it hath the promise of forgiveness of sins,” only
“ not annexed to the visible sign,” and is thereby
distinguished from the great Sacraments. So, again,
Orders he allows to have both « the visible sign and
promise,” <. e. of spiritual grace; but not “ remission
of sins,” and thus it also is distinguished from the
proper Sacraments. And this coincides with our
Ordination Service ; for the words, “ Receive the Holy
Ghost,” had been a manifest impiety, unless the act
of Ordination were, to those worthily receiving it,
accompanied with the gift of the Holy Spirit; as in-
deed it is expressly affirmed by Holy Scripture, that
an inward “ gift” was bestowed upon Timothy through
his ordination, “Stir up the gift of God which is in
“ thee by the putting on of my hands, with the lay-

which Hooker adopts (1. c.) is used by the same writers, wno
entitle  the Apostles’ imposition of hands” “a sign, or as it were
sacrament.”
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“ though not always accompanied with equal large-
“ ness of those external effects, which gave it coun-
“ tenance at the first."—“ By which answer [of St.
“ Jerome] it appeareth that his opinion was, that
“ the Holy Ghost is received in Baptism : that con-
“ firmation is only a sacramental complement.” “ Now
« what effect their imposition of hands hath, either
« after Baptism administered by heretics, or other-
“ wise, St. Jerome in that place hath made no men-
“ tion, because all men understood that in converts it
“ tendeth to the fruits of repentance, and craveth
“ in behalf of the penitent such grace as David after
« his fall desired at the hands of God ; in others, the
“ fruit and benefit is that which hath been before
« shewn.’—*“ Whereunto [to the fatherly encourage-
“ ment and exhortation of the Bishops] imposition
« of hands and prayer being added, our warrant for
« the great good effect thereof is the same which Pa-
« triarchs, Prophets, Priests, Apostles, Fathers, and
“ men of God, have had for such their particular in-
“ vocations and benedictions, as no man, I suppose,
« professing truth of religion will easily think to have
“ been without fruit'.”

Not less remarkable, on the other side, is the
light which this comparison throws upon the views
of the writer of the Homily, as to the two great Sa-
craments. He does not indeed rest the question of
the number of proper sacraments, solely on the ex-

! Eccl. Pol. v. 66. § 4. 6. 7.
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“ administration of the Sacraments a jest] are rare,
“ would to God that in this corrupt age there were
“ not reason to think that they are very frequent !”
The very belief that there wasa power to invalidate the
Sacraments would be used by Satan as a temptation
to make men essay to do so. Ultra-Protestants,
strangely enough, come round to the same result of
casting uncertainty on the efficacy of Baptism, in that
they make it, in infants, to depend upon the faith of
the parents, sponsors, congregation, or Ministers, not
on “ CHRIST’s institution and promises, although they
“ be ministered by evil men.” Art. XXVI. And
whereas they would call it “popish” to believe that
an infant is, through the faith of the Church, which

¢ received Baptism in an imperfect frame of mind, should he have
“ reason to suspect that the Priest who had baptized him, was a
¢ false Christian, and that instead of intending to baptize or to con-
¢ fess him, or to give him the Eucharist, he had meant only to
¢ wash him in jest, and to make a sport of all the rest,” on which
follow the terrible words quoted in the text. The decree of the
Council finally was, ¢ if any one say that in ministers, when they
“ make and confer the Sacraments, there is not required at least
¢ the intention of doing what the Church does, let him be ana-
‘ thema.” Courayer says, that the mode in which Catharin ex-
plained the Council of Florence, was insensibly adopted in the
schools as the explanation of that of Trent, though opposed in the
Council itself, and though the Council seemed to require an in-
ternal intention on the part of the Minister. As far as it is
adopted, it is a manifest evasion of the decree, ‘‘ on account,” as
Courayer says,  of the inconvenience resulting from its obvious
* gense.”
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“ Romanists] to advance their fantasies in the one,

“ by comparison so much abase the other, I think

“ it good, briefly and by the way, somewhat to touch

“ what the old Catholic Fathers have written of

“ God’s invisible workings in the Sacrament of Bap-

“tism. The Fathers in the Council of Nice say
"% thus :” &e.

So then this school, while they think they have
been opposing Romanist tendencies, have abandoned
the strongest argument against them, and the most
likely to recover them from their errors as to the
Holy Eucharist.

But although in reality Rome has not, as to-this
Sacrament, admitted any positive statement, (at least
none of any greater moment,) un-Catholic and un-
Primitive, great and main points there are in the doc-
trine of Baptism, which by those who have followed
an “ extreme reformation,” have ever been accounted
part of the corruptions of Popery. It was one of the
objections of the Non-Conformists to our Liturgy, at
the Savoy-Conference, and held to be “sinful,” that
the Minister was “ obliged to pronounce all baptized
“ infants unregenerate ;” and modern Dissenters con-
tinue the charge'. Those however, in our Chureh,
who in this and other doctrinal points, have followed
the teaching of the Non-Conformists, (since they
cannot, as Ministers of the Church,blame the Liturgy,)
throw the blame upon those who understand it as the

! See Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism, p. 176. ed. 1.
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nies in some mysterious way, the distribution of the
elements, in that It is “given” by the Priest, and
“ taken and received” by the Communicants; and
another article ! says that the Sacraments” are ¢ffectual
“ signs of grace, by the which He doth work invisibly
“in us.” Further, we really, though ¢ spiritually eat
“ the Flesh of Christ and drink His Blood *;” and, as
the fruit of this, “ we dwell in Christ and Christ in
“ us; we are one with Christ and Christ with us;”
and of this real indwelling the further fruit, as the
Homily ® said, is our justification and sanctification,
“ that our sinful * bodies are made clean by His Body,
“ and our Souls washed through His most precious
“ Blood;” and a continued fitness for Him to dwell
therein, “ that we may evermore dwell in Him, and
“ He in us:” further, we do not simply “feed on,” as
if it were an act of our faith only, but we are by God
Jed “ with ® the Spiritual food of the most precious

! Only one out of nirne “ Reformed” Confessions, i. e. such as
express the Zuingli-Calvinist doctrines as to the Sacraments, has
the word * efficacia,” effectual, and that one in a different sense ;
and !wo only use the word “through,” or “by,” and they ex-
plain it away. See Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism, Note L,
p. 238. ed. 1.

? Exhortation at the Communion.

*- The homily defined this to be the characteristic of the true
Sacraments. See above, p. 98. sqq.

* Prayer just before the Consecration.

* ¢ We most heartily thank thee for that Thou dost vouchsafe to
feed us, who have duly received these holy Mysteries, with,” &c.
—Thanksgiving after the Communion.
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before his eyes, that so he might in mind ascend
into heaven, where Christ sitteth at the right hand
of God, feed on Him there by faith, appropriate
His merits, and thereby become united with Him.
And these things they often speak of eloquently,
but the Sacraments themselves had no more share
in even this elevation of the Christian’s soul, than
the hearing of God’s word, upon which, according to
them, their efficacy depended.

We would maintain then, my Lord, that here also
our Church holds the Catholic truth distinet from the
modern novelties, whether of Rome, or Zurich, or
Geneva ; that she holds a real, spiritual, presence of
our Lorp in the Holy Eucharist, that He really and
truly therein and thereby imparts Himself, His Body,
and His Blood, to the believer; and that through
this gift bestowed by Him, and received through faith,
Christ dwelleth in us and we in Him: we maintain,
on the other side, that Rome has grievously erred by
explaining in a carnal way the mode of this Presence,
and requiring this her carnal exposition to be re-
ceived as an article of Faith. She anathematizes® us,
in our Church, for holding that “in the most holy
“Sacrament of the Eucharist there remains the
“substance of bread and wine,” and “denying that
“wonderful and remarkable conversion of the whole
“ substance of bread into the Body, and of the whole
“ gubstance of wine into the Blood, so that there re-

! Sess. 12, can. 2.
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“ the Only-begotten Son of God, is to be adored
“ with the outward adoration of Divine worship, and,
“ to be set forth publicly to the people, in order to
¢ be adored,” nay, “ that this most holy Sacrament
“ rightly received the same Divine worship as is due
“ to the true God ; and that it was not therefore the
“ Jess to be adored, because instituted by Christ the
“ Lord, to be received. For that the same Eternal
“God was present in it, Whom, when the Eternal
« Father brought into the world, He said, And let
« all the angels of God worship Him.” Lastly, as
connected with and dependent upon - Transubstan-
tiation, we cannot but hold that the ¢ Sacrifice of
“ masses, in the which it was commonly said that the
« Priest did offer Christ for the quick and dead, to
“ have remission of pain and guilt, were blasphem-
“ ous fables and dangerous deceits,” and interfere
“ with the offering of Christ once made” upon the
Cross.

These are the modern corruptions of Rome, which
our Church, in her Articles, condemns; and against
these, which all spring from the one invention of the
doctrine of Transubstantiation, we have repeatedly and
oftenstronglyspoken’. Wehave specified the refusal of
the cup to the laity, as one of the practical grievances
of the Church of Rome, which should alone, without
further disputing, restrain any from joining himself

! See Appendix, Nos. 14, 25. 31, 32, 33. 35. 49. 78. and re-
print of Bp. Cosins, ib. Nos. 10, 11.
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into which her assumed infallibility betrayed ber,
she preferred contravening Antiquity, and risking
division, rather than abandon any practice which
she had established, even though not, as she professes,

¢ sacred Canons and the approved custom of the Church has and
¢¢ does observe, that this Sacrament ought not to be consecrated
¢ after supper, nor received by the faithful except fasting, except in
¢ case of sickness, &c. and in like way, that although this Sacra-
““ment was in the primitive Church received by the faithful
¢ under both kinds, yet to avoid any perils and scandals, the
¢ custom lgas with reason been introduced, that it be received by
¢ the officiating priests in both kinds, and by lay people, under
¢¢ the kind of bread only.” Council of Constance, sess. 13, Vas~
quez (quoted by Bp. Hall, ‘The Old Religion,’ c. 8.) says,
¢ We cannot deny that in the Latin Church there was the use of
¢ both kinds, and that it so continued until the days of St. Tho-
¢ mas, which was about the year of God, 1260.” ‘ Thus it
¢ was,” adds Bp. Hall, * in the Roman Church; but as for the
¢ Greek, the world knows it never did communicate but under
“ both kinds. These open confessions spare us the labour of
¢ quoting the several testimonies of later ages.”

This instance illustrates the difference between the mode in
which Anglo and Roman-Catholics view the relation of the
Church to Holy Scripture ; Anglo-Catholics take the two facts,
that the Church never did consecrate after supper, but always did
administer in two kinds, as an authoritative interpretation of our
Lorp’s will, and supposes that He willed what He did to be
followed in the one case not in the other : the Romish Church re-
gards the former only as a proof of the dispensing power of the
Church, and so proceeds to dispense in the other, contrary to
primitive practice. Thus, Anglo-Catholics take the Primitive
Church in both cases as a witness ; Romanists make her a judge,
and as establishing a precedent only, which the existing Church
may follow out at her own discretion.
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and real unbelief as to the Virtue of the Sacramental
Blood was veiled by a scrupulous care for Its protec-
tion. So it ever is, when men forget that “ to obey
“is better than Sacrifice,” and would be more jea-
lous for the honour of holy things, than Gop who
gave them. The honour of the Eucharist was alleged ;
the honour of man was the secret motive, lest by con-
cession of the Cup to the laity, the dignity of the
Priesthood should be levelled'. But thus Rome,
rashly binding itself to the hasty and presumptuous
decision of the Council of Constance, has inflicted a
grievous privation upon her own members, and placed
a mark upon herself, which must ever be a hindrance
to her own power, and prevent her recovering her un-
due sway over our Church. An instinctive devotion
will guide and protect the religious members of our
Church, who might otherwise have been just the
most alive to the splendom" of many of her pretensions.
They might not be able to disentangle their way amid
abstract arguments ; but they will feel that it would be
aloss to be deprived of their Saviour’s Blood. Those
who engage unprepared in abstract controversies may
relapse; the devout Communicant will be safe, who
argues not but obeys. All which Rome could give
them, they have already in the Church wherein they
were baptized ; and they have more. Not here to
mention the risk of forfeiture which might be in-

! Tridentine Theologians, ap. Sarpi, 1. c. especially the Spanish,
ib. c. 31,
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for above four centuries she has not conceded ? Why
suppose that what she refused, when pressed by
people and Emperors!, when she might thereby
have retained whole Churches in her Communion,
she would now grant in the hope of recovering a
few individuals, and thereby own herself doubly in
error? Why embarrass ourselves with imagining
that what she refused at Trent because she had
refused it at Constance, she should now concede,
although she has sanctioned by an anathema ? the @
priori ground upon which she refused it? She can
concede it only on the supposition that the urgent

! The Ambassadors of the Emperor and of Bavaria were espe-
cially urgent at the Council of Trent, for the restoration of the
Cup ; they were joined by those of France, Sarpi, l. vi. c. 35.
The Imperial Embassadors urged that there * were Catholics in
‘¢ Hungary, Austria, Moravia, Silesia, Carinthia, Carniola, Styria,
‘¢ Bavaria, Suabia, and other parts of Germany, who ardently de-
¢ sired the cup ;" in Hungary they went so far, as to *‘ oblige the
¢ Priests, by depriving them of their goods, and threatening of
¢¢ their life, to administer the Cup to them.” The Imperial and
Bavarian embassadors continued to urge the Council, and the
Pope both during its Session, and after its close. Sarpi, ib. c.
53 ; vii. 47; viii. 88. Cassander (ap. Bp. Hall, 1. c.) says,
‘¢ Wherefore not without cause are most of the best Catholics, and
¢ most conversant in the reading of Ecclesiastical writers, in-
¢ flamed with an earnest desire of obtaining the Cup of the Lord;
¢ that the Sacrament may be brought back to that ancient custom
‘“ and use, which hath been for many ages perpetuated in the
¢ Universal Church.” ¢ We need,” adds Bp. Hall, ¢ no other
¢ advocate.”

? Sess. 21. can, 8.
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series, when the Apostolic succession, being so lost
out of sight, was more continually put forward than
there is, happily, now, any occasion to do. * Jesus
“ Christ’s own commission is the best external security
“ I can have, that in receiving this bread and wine,
“I verily receive His Body and Blood. Either
“ the Bishops have that commission, or there is no
“ such thing in the world. For, at least, Bishops
“ have it with as much evidence as Presbyters with-
“ out them. In proportion, then, to my Christian
“ anxiety for keeping as near my Saviour as I can, I
¢ shall of course be very unwilling to separate myself
“ from Episcopal communion. And in proportion to

There is certainly an analogy between the proceedings of Jeroboam
and those of John Knox. The making of the calves, although
eminently, * the sin wherewith Jeroboam made Israel to sin” was
not his only sin : it is added, ‘ he made priests out of all the people,
¢ which were not of the sons of Levi,” (the Hebrew word means
rather, * out of the people, indiscriminately,” than as in the E. V.
¢¢ of the lowest of the people,”’) and these were to offer not to the
calves, but *on the high-places,” where the true God was wor-
shipped, though not as He had appointed. This sin then was a
self-chosen ordination. And this Scotland likewise committed,
in rejecting Episcopacy, which she already had in a pure Church.
As God, however, left not Samaria without seers, so also
has He raised up gifted men for Scotland, and has doubtless
among those, who have forsaken the Apostolic Church, His 7000,
who have not been involved in any of the further consequences of
that first sin. Tract 47 (on the  Visible Church,” No. 4), con-
tains a warm statement how the sense of the superior privileges
of our Church is compatible with charity, and tends to individual
humility.
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it, as an outward means to kindle faith; they place
the very essence of Sacraments in their instructive-
ness'; what injury then is done them, if any say
that they have not, what they refuse? or why may
we not claim to our own Church, what she professes
to receive from Gop’s all-gracious hand? What they
claim, is not denied them; we trust that the ¢ edify-
“ing rite” which they hold the Communion to be,
may be, by Gop’s mercy, beneficial to them; why
should they grudge us its being to us “that blessed
“ thing which we believe our Saviour graciously meant
“ it to be.” If they will not “enter in themselves,”
why should they “hinder those who are entering ?”

This view of the case, whereby we are enabled to
maintain uncompromisingly the truth, and yet to
entertain kindly and charitable and sympathetic feel-
ings for those who have lost some of the privileges of
our Church, is so fully and so tenderly put by the
great Bramhall, that I would again extract his
words ; and our previous selection of them might
have shown people our sentiments, would they have
read before they blamed.

“ But ?because I esteem them Churches not com-
« pletely formed, do I, therefore, exclude them from

! See Scriptural Views of Holy Baptism, p. 122-4. 245. ed. 1.
* Vindication of the Church of England, disc. 3. quoted more
fully Tracts, No. 74. Catena on the ¢ Apostolical succession,”
p. 12, 18. It'appears from Abp. Bramhall, that the charge of
want of charity for maintaining the Apostolical succession was
then brought by the Romanists.
L2
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“ the regiment not so proper for their republics, or
“ because they were ashamed to take away the
“ revenues, and preserve the order, or out of a blind
“ zeal, they have given an account to God: they
“ owe none to me. Should I condemn all these as
“ gchismatics for want of Episcopacy, who want it
“ out of invincible necessity ?

“ Thirdly, there are others who have neither the
“ same desires, nor the same esteem of Episcopacy,
“ but condemn it as an Antichristian innovation, and
“ a rag of Popery. I conceive this to be most gross
“ schism materially. It is ten times more schisma-
“ tical to desert, nay, to take away (so much as lies
“ in them) the whole order of Bishops, than to sub-
“ tract obedience from one lawful Bishop. All that
“ can be said to mitigate this fault is, that they do it
“ ignorantly, as they have been mistaught and mis-
“ informed. And I hope that many of them are free
“ from obstinacy, and hold the truth implicitly in the
“ preparation of their minds, being ready to receive
“ it when God shall reveal it to them. How far this
“ may excuse (not the crime but) their persons from
« formal schism, either a fofo or a tanto, I determine
“ not, but leave them to stand or fall to their own
“ Master.”

And again, in answer to the same charge whereto
we are subjected, of having “a design to bring the
“ Pope into England,” in that they “unchurch either
“ all or most of the Protestant Churches, and maintain
“ the Roman Church and not their’s to be true :”
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“ name of Bishops, others under the name of Seniors,
“ unto this day; (I meddle not with the Socinians:)
“ they unchurch not the Lutheran Churches in Ger-
“ many, who both assert Episcopacy in their confes-
“ sions, and have actual superintendents in their
“ practice, and would have Bishops, name and thing,
“if it were in their power. Let him not mistake
“ himself: those Churches which he is so tender of,
“ though they be better known to us by reason of
“ their vicinity, are so far from being ‘all or most
“ part of the Protestant Churches,’ that being all put
‘ together, they amount not to so great a proportion
“ as the Britannick Churches alone. And if one
“ excluded out of them all those who want an ordi-
“ nary succession without their own faults, out of
“ invincible ignorance or necessity, and all those who
“ desire to have an ordinary succession either ex-
“ plicitly or implicitly, they will be reduced to a
« little flock indeed.

“ But let him set his heart at rest. I will remove
“ this scruple out of his mind, that he may sleep
“ gecurely upon both ears. Episcopal divines do not
“ deny those Churches to be true Churches, wherein
“ salvation may be had. We advise them, as it is
“ our duty, to be circumspect for themselves, and
“ not to put it to more question, whether they have
“ ordination or not, or desert the general practice of
“ the universal Church for nothing, when they may
“ clear it if they please. Their case is not the same
“ with those who labour under invincible necessity.
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to hear the solemn feelings with which he commenced
his « Episcopacy by Divine Right.” * For me, I am
“ now breathing towards the end of my race, the
« goal is already in my eyes—I that am now setting
“ foot over the threshhold of the house of my age,
“ what aim can I have but the issue of my last
“ account, whereto I am ready to be summoned
“ before the Judge of quick and dead? Setting,
¢ therefore, that awful Tribunal, to which we shall
“ shortly be presented, before our eyes, let us reason
“ the case with a modest earnestness.” This frame
of mind of the aged and pious man, who thought
the defence of KEpiscopacy, as a “Divine institu-
“ tion,” an acceptable employment of his latter days,
when “the time of his departure was at hand,” is
surely somewhat different from those of the younger
men now, who adduce anxiety about the Apostolic
succession as a foremost testimony, that we “pay!'
« greater attention to the form and vehicle in which
“ the divine mercy is conveyed to us, than to the
“ truth and power of the blessing itself.” Bishop Hall
then proceeds to distinguish between the case of the
Scottish Bishop, with whom he was expostulating
for having renounced his Episcopal function, and that
of the foreign Protestant bodies; “ know ? their case
“ and your’s is far enough different; they plead to be
“ by a kind of necessity cast upon that condition,

! Essays on the Church, p. 309, 10.
* Episcopacy by Divine Right, p. i. § 2.
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“ to the peace of His Zion, by their zeal to the Gospel,
« of Christ, by their main care of their happy account
“ one day before the tribunal of the most righteous
« Judge of the quick and dead ; to lay all this that
“ he had said, seriously together,” and “ for God’s
“« sake and his own, not upon groundless suggestion
“ to abandon God’s truth and ordinance, and adore
“ an idol made of the ear-rings of the people, and
« fashioned out with the graving-tool of a supposed
« gkilful Aaron;” “and for you,” he adds* “my
“ dearly beloved brethren at home, for Christ’s
« sake, for the Church’s sake, for your souls’ sake, be
« exhorted to hold fast to this holy Institution of
“ your Blessed Saviour, and his unerring Apostles,
“ and bless God for Episcopacy.”

So might an aged saint write, when our evils were
yet fresh, and our wounds green; but now that they
are thought past healing, it is to be held that they
are not wounds, but natural functions of the body.
Truth is to be held one thing in England, another
across the Tweed. Alas for the change, when *the
“ holy Institution of our Blessed Saviour” is held to
be a thing wholly outward, and anxiety for it a sign
of formalism !

But the doctrine of the Apostolic succession,
rightly put forward, does not protect our people
against dissent, or Ultra-Protestantism only; it is
equally a protection against Rome. And hence have

t§09.
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set in array our union with the Ancient Primitive
Church against their greater extent of actual Commu-
nion; the Catholicity of descent against the Pseudo-
Catholicity of usurped and corrupted dominion; the
Catholicity of agreement with quod semper, quod
ab omnibus, quod ubique “traditum est, against the
Pseudo-Catholicity of modern corruptions; Apostolic
succession against the claim of one universal Epis-
copacy ; our union through continued succession with
our Invisible Head, against the union with the one
supposed visible head: we must show our people
that all which they would seek for in Rome, they
may find in the Church wherein they were baptized,
if they will but study her character and avail them-
selves of their privileges; that it be not said of us,
when too late, “felices nimium sua si bona norint ”
« If thou hadst known, even thou, at least in this thy
“ day, the things which belong unto thy peace.” Else
will they search in the schismatic communion of
Rome among us, and think that they will there find,
what they had in their own Church and knew it not.
To close this subject in the words of Bishop
Stillingfleet ! :—* Three ways, Bishop Sanderson ob-
“ serves, our dissenting brethren, though not in-
“ tentionally and purposely, yet really and event-
¢ ually, have been the great promoters of the Roman
“ interest among us; (1) by putting-to their helping
“ hand to the pulling down of Episcopacy . . . . . .

! Unreasonableness of separation ; Pref. quoted Catena, No. 1.
Tracts, No. 74. p. 26.
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put forth no system of Divinity ; what we wrote were
“Tracts for the Times,” 7. e. on such topics as the
times seemed to stand in especial need of; they
were to fill up the lacunz of a popular system, to
recall to men’s minds forgotten or depreciated truths,
to invite them to enlarge or correct or modify
their systems by the consideration of points upon
which they had not hitherto dwelt,—*the Holy
Catholic Church,” (our belief of which we daily con-
fess,) and the Ordinances of her LorDp, committed to
her keeping, whether His Sacraments, or rites, prac-
tices, and observances, (such as fasting, Ember days,)
which she has ever observed, and which are essen-
tial to her well-being; her apostolic succession; her
public prayer; her holy days and seasons; or the
character of the Liturgy, in which so much of her
doctrine is embodied. Occasionally, other topics have
been dwelt upon, and defects have been pointed out
either in the great rival system of Rome?, or in the
popular way of treating our own?. But the great ob-
ject which runs through the whole was to bring up

! No. 27, 28. Bishop Cosin’s History of Popish Transubstan-

tiation; 71. on the Controversy with the Romanists; 72. Arch-
bishop Usher’s prayers for the dead, not connected with Purgatory ;
79. on Purgatory.
" 2 No. 73. “ On the Introduction of rationalistic principles into
“ religion,” (against explaining the mysteries of the Faith, through
viewing them simply as they operate upon man). No. 80. “ On
“ reserve in communicating Religious Knowledge,” (against in-
discriminately obtruding religious knowledge on minds unfit to
receive it, ¢ casting pearls before swine”).

6






























193

« gition to the Roman Church, whose only real claim
« above other Churches is that of having adopted into
“ the Service certain additions and novelties, ascer-
“ tainable to be such in history, as well as being cor-
“ ruptions doctrinally.” (2) To illustrate our own
Prayer-book as being taken from it; (3) to suggest
matter for our private devotions; (4) to “ impress a
“ truer sense of the excellence and profitableness of
“ the Psalms, than it is the fashion of this age to
“ entertain ;” (5) by showing the corruptions to be of
a later date, to add one more *fact, discriminating
“ and separating off the Roman from the Primitive
“ Church.” It was observed again that ¢ these ! por-
“ tions of the Breviary” [the invocations to the Virgin
and other Saints] “ carry with them their own plain
*“ condemnation in the judgment of an English Christ-
“ jan ; no commendation of the general structure and
“ matter of the Breviary itself will have any tendency
“ to reconcile him to them; and it has been the
« strong feeling that this is really the case, that has
“led the writer of these pages fearlessly and se-
“ curely to admit the real excellences, and to dwell
“ upon the antiquity of the Roman ritual. He has
« felt, that since the Romanists required an unquali-
« fied assent to the whole of the Breviary, and that
“ there were passages, which no Anglican could
“ ever admit, praise the true Catholic portion of it as
# much as he might, he did not in the slightest de-

' Ib. p. 8.
N
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' Ib. p. 8.
N
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Breviary, (which the Romanists have never en-
trusted their people with in their own tongue,) there-
fore it is asserted that we would reappropriate those
very prayers which we distinguish from it ; that when
we speak of the least of these corruptions as a “ se-
“rious evil,” we would wish to “ reappropriate ” the
greatest as a “ treasure'.” But neither is this the
whole extent of the misrepresentation, for in another
Tract in the same volume, to which the attention
could not but be called, as it was expressly “ on the

! ¢ The 75th number of the Tracts for the Times is composed
 of selections from the Romish Breviary, prepared and recom-
“ mended for Protestant use; in the preface to which the editor
‘¢ says, ¢ our adversaries have in this, as in many other instances,
‘¢ appropriated to themselves a treasure’ [ viz. ‘the true Catholic por-
tion,” see above, p. 193] which was our’s as much as their’s. The
¢ publication then of these selections is, asit were, an act of re-
‘ appropriation.’ And among these prayers thus reappropriated to
‘ Protestant use, we find the following,” [whereon follows one of
the class, p. 61. which had been expressly designated as *aserious
evil” and two others, which fell under the same class.] *“Prayers for
* the dead, and prayers to the Saints are both advocated” [whereon
follows a hymn, of which it is yet noted in the very margin, ¢ It is
¢ remarkable, that this hymn, which is the only one of those here
¢ translated, which savours of Romanism, is the only one, except
“ one other, which is not known to be ancient ;” so that the trans-
lator again remarks the coincidence of Romish corruption and ab-
sence of proof of antiquity,] Essays, p. 289, Another writer says,
¢ the whole is declared in the preface, to be a * reappropriation of a
‘¢ treasure, which had long been lost.’” Fraser, p. 23 ; and yet this
same writer in the next page refers to the Tract in which * invo-
cation of the saints” is mentioned among the ¢ chief points to be
*¢ urged in controversy with Rome.”
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« sition to the Roman Church, whose only real claim
« above other Churches is that of having adopted into
“ the Service certain additions and novelties, ascer-
“ tainable to be such in history, as well as being cor-
“ ruptions doctrinally.” (2) To illustrate our own
Prayer-book as being taken from it; (3) to suggest
matter for our private devotions; (4) to “ impress a
“ truer sense of the excellence and profitableness of
“ the Psalms, than it is the fashion of this age to
“ entertain ;” (5) by showing the corruptions to be of
a later date, to add one more “fact, discriminating
« and separating off the Roman from the Primitive
“ Church.” It was observed again that * these ! por-
“ tions of the Breviary” [the invocations to the Virgin
and other Saints] “ carry with them their own plain
« condemnation in the judgment of an English Christ-
“ jan ; no commendation of the general structure and
“ matter of the Breviary itself will have any tendency
“ to reconcile him to them; and it has been the
« sgtrong feeling that this is really the case, that has
“led the writer of these pages fearlessly and se-
“ curely to admit the real excellences, and to dwell
“ upon the antiquity of the Roman ritual. He has
« felt, that since the Romanists required an unquali-
« fied assent to the whole of the Breviary, and that
“ there were passages, which no Anglican could
« ever admit, praise the true Catholic portion of it as
# much as he might, he did not in the slightest de-

' Ib. p. 8.
N
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mediators, as beings more like himself, whom he can
approach with less of awe, with less earnest resolu-
tions of holiness, less anxiety about his sins, in his
own words, as “ meek and mild },” and not as a “ con-
“suming fire.” The Ultra-Protestant, revolted at
this abuse, will not hear of their interceding at all,
proscribes all thought of it, cuts himself off—not from
their communion and fellowship, but from all sense
of it and its blessedness; will be thankful for the
prayers of weak sinners like himself, but will not feel
the privilege of their prayers who are “delivered from
“ the burden of the flesh, and the miseries of this sinful
* world,” and in the abodesof love, love us moreholily ;
is jealous of every mention of them, and so forgets
them ; and either restrains the doctrine of the “ Com-
“ munion of Saints” to the charities of this life, or
makes it & mere abstract statement that all the re-
deemed belong to one body. Our Church, between

1 ¢ Only we shall recite a few words of Antoninus, their great
‘ Divine and Archbishop of Florence ; ¢ it is necessary that they,
“ to whom she converts her eyes, being an advocate for them,
*¢ shall be justified and saved.” And whereas it may be objected
‘““ out of John that the Apostle says, ‘Ifany man sin, we have an
¢ Advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous,’ he an-
‘¢ gwers ¢ that Christ is not our Advocate alone but our Judge ;
¢ and since the just is scarce secure, how shall a sinner go to Him
““ as to an Advocate? Therefore God hath provided us an advo-
¢ catess, who is gentle and sweet, in whom nothing that is sharp
“js to be found.”” Bp. Taylor, Dissuasive from Popery, c. 2.
sect. 8 ; compare Mr. Froude’s observations founded on their
actual practice, Remains, t.i. p. 294. quoted Appendix, No. 91.
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have passed through our trials, tribulations, and in-
firmities, and “ have been brought out of great tribula-
“ tion and washed their robes in the Blood of the
“ Lamb ;” we may take comfort that they, together
with their Lord, sympathise with the imperfect
members of His body, and intercede for us before
Him, with greater purity than our earthly friends, we
might think of it with respectful affection and grati-
tude; we might thank Gop for it; we might even
pray Him, that they might intercede as for us, with-
out even approximating to the errors of the Church
of Rome. In a word, we might be thankful that they
do intercede for us, without making them our inter-
cessors or praying them so to do. InOrigen’s beautiful
language’, “ Nor doth the High Priest alone pray
“ with those who pray truly, but the ‘angels’ also ¢ in
“ heaven’ who ¢ rejoice over one sinner that repenteth
“ more than over ninety and nine just persons, who
“ need no repentance,’ and the souls of the saints who
“ fell asleep before us :—For whereas in this life
“ knowledge is manifested to those accounted worthy,
“ ¢through a glass, darkly,” but then revealed ¢ face to
“ face,” it were inconsistent if the like were not
“ to be the case as to other excellencies, especially
“ gince what is laid up beforehand in this life is then
“ really perfected. But one of the chiefest excellen-
“ cies, -according to the divine word, is love of our
“ neighbour, which the saints, who have fallen asleep
“ before us, must necessarily be supposed to have

! De Orat. § 11. t.i. p. 213, 14. ed. de la Rue.
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 true knowledge ; yea, the angel of each, even of
“ the ¢ little ones’ in the Church, ‘always beholding
¢« the face of the Father Who is in heaven,’ and con-
“ templating the Divinity of Him Who created us,
*¢ prayeth together with us, and worketh together in
“ such things which we pray for, as admit thereof.”

I have dwelt upon this topic, because some of the
more ancient forms which have been objected to,
may express nothing more than this consciousness,
that the saints at rest do pray for us, and so help us
by their prayers. The words « intercedentibus omnibus
“ sanctis,” need mean no more than this; nor need the
words “ whose ! deeds of grace working together with
“ our prayers,” mean more than St. Paul means,
when he says? “Ifill up that which is behind of
“ the afflictions of Christ in my flesh, for His body’s
« gake which is the Church.” Practically, what was
said more than excluded the use of any of these
forms ; they were spoken of as, practically, * a serious
“ evil;” yet it is wise, as well as charitable, not to
interpret what may be innocent, by later usages which
are not so, nor to do Rome the service of carrying up
her corruptions into ages which knew not of them,
- by putting the same glosses upon their words which
she would. The liability of their being misunder-
stood should preclude our using them; yet ought
we not ourselves to misunderstand or misinterpret
them.

2 Essays, p. 289. * Col. i. 24.
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the present distress;” or as a way more excellent
in itself, as one of the triumphs of Faith, not as
being generally expedient or desirable, even among
the clergy. And herein, at once a distinction is made
between the teaching of these writers and that of
the Church of Rome, which absolutely requires it of
her priests, and it appears also how far they are from
advocating views in a proselytizing, or party spirit.
With regard to the subject itself, I may perhaps,
the less scruple to speak, as belonging to that class,
who, it is admitted, from the circumstances of their
own life, cannot be disposed either to disparage mar-
riage, or unduly to exalt the celibate. I own then,
my Lord, I cannot read such passages, as, “ There
“ be eunuchs, which have made themselves eunuchs
“ for the kingdom of heaven’s sake ; he that is able
“ to receive it, let him receive it.” “ Verily, I say unto
“ you that there is no man who hath left father or
“ mother, or wife or children for My Name’s sake,
“ but he shall receive manifold more in this present
« life, and in the world to come life everlasting.” «“ He
“ that standeth steadfast in his heart, having no ne-

‘¢ lately come into my head that the present state of things in En-
¢ gland makes an opening for reviving the monastic system.” He
continued ; ** I think of putting the view forward under the title
“ of ¢Project for reviving religion in great towns.’ Certainly,
¢ colleges of unmarried priests, (who might of course retire to a
“ living, when they could, and liked ) would be the cheapest possi-
¢ ble way of providing for the spiritual wants of a large popula-
¢ tion,”
(o]
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when “ enterprised reverently, discreetly, advisedly,
soberly and in the fear of God,” a continual image and
representation of things holy and Divine.

But it is the very character of the Faith, that,
while it ennobles the use of Gop’s permitted bless-
ing, it points out to those who can receive it, a higher
way, by foregoing them. Thus, it declares “ every
“ creature of God is good, and nothing to be refused,
“if it be received with thanksgiving,” and it con-
secrates it to our use, “by the word of God and by
“ Prayer,” yet it shows “ a more excellent way” by
fasting, which “ He who seeth in secret, shall reward
“ openly :” it teaches that “ our lands are in our own
“ power,” yet it promises “ manifold more to those
“ who forsake houses and lands for His Name’s sake
“and the Gospel’s # it teaches to «lie down in
“ peace and sleep in Him, Who maketh us to dwell in
« safety,” yet those who are able, it invites to be like
their Lord, and “ watch unto prayer,” to “ prevent the
“ night watches,” or even to “spend the night in
“ prayer to God :” it teaches to ““use this world with-
“ out abusing it,” yet isSt. Paul’s example higher, who
lived «crucified with his Saviour to the world and the
“ world to him :” it sheds a grace and beauty around
life’s innocent enjoyments, and teaches us a Christian
mirthfulness, yet it points as the higher and nobler to
« take pleasure in infirmities, in reproaches, in necessi-

19

“ ties, in persecutions, in distresses for Christ’s sake’,

' 2 Cor. xii. 10.
o2
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has, in the minds of the undistinguishing, cast a re-
proach over that. which Scripture points out as the
more excellent, and tainted it with her pride, and
avarice, and lust of power.

But why should men thus in their haste leap over to
the contrary side, and exercise a tyranny over men’s
consciences in the opposite way? Why thus decry
and revile as Popish what is Primitive? Why should
not celibacy be used by those to whom it is given, to
bind men’s affections the more firmly to their Lorp,
instead of to Rome? Scripture says', “ He that is
“ unmarried careth for the things that belong unto
“ the Lord, how he may please the Lord; but he
“ that is married careth for the things of the world,
“ how he may please his wife.” Why then cut
off the aspirings of those more ardent minds, who
hope thus to wait upon their LorDp without dis-
traction? Why not be thankful for our own bless-
ings, without grudging to those who have foregone
them for their LorD’s sake, the blessing annexed to
self-denial, that they might “give themselves,” the
rather, “ wholly to these things,” and to the service
of their Lord? Why not content ourselves to be
among those who have

“ Love’s supporting force
To cheat the toil and cheer the way ;"

' 1 Cor. vii. 82, 33.
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“ and having his children in subjection in all gravity,”
a pattern of domestic charities, there are surely duties
enough in the Church, where celibacy may have its
proper place!, and where there is much room for
the exhibition of the sterner grace of self-denial,
foregoing all the highest earthly joys, which cheer
us on our pilgrimage, passing alone and isolated
through the world, and wvisibly living only for his
Master’s work, and to gather in his Master’s scat-
. tered sheep. If the degraded population of many of
our great towns are to be recovered from the state of
Heathenism in which they are sunk, it must be by
such preaching of the cross, wherein it shall be forced
upon man’s dull senses, that they who preach it have
forsaken all, to take it up, and bear it after their
Lorp. They must, like St. Paul, « bear about ip
“ their bodies the marks of the Lord Jesus,” the
prints of His nails, and the piercing of His side. The
preacher of repentance did not go forth *“in soft
“ clothing,” or “living delicately,” or encompassed
with the joys of life, and if we, as we much need, are
to have men “in the spirit and power of Elias, before
“ the great and- terrible day of the Lord,” the very
circumstances of their lives must correspond with,
and declare the earnestness of their message, and
that they have left all to bear it. There is need and
room for soldiers of all sorts in the Lord’s « willing
“army ;” why cut off any one kind? why require.that

' 1 Tim. iii, 4.
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acceptableness nor excellency, but holding it forth as
the result of a « gift ” of Gop, to be observed and re-
tained by those upon whom He has bestowed it, as
being His gift, but not, of necessity, to be imposed
upon or required of any. Only in this, as in other
actions of life, she would not have us act, as altoge-
ther our own masters, but as having to give ac-
count of the gifts which we have received ; she does
not recommend her Clergy to marry, but only holds
it “ lawful” for them “as for all other Christian men ;”
nor regards it as a matterof course, (as is the case now-
a-days) but as a matter of earnest consideration; to
be done or abstained from “ at their own discretion,
“as they shall judge the same to seem better to god-
liness'” :

Such, my Lord, are all the topics, which an
anxious, though not, I must think, an enlightened,
jealousy for the purity of our Church has collected
together, whereon to found its warning against what
it, from its point of view, must consider as an approx-
imation to Romanism. There has indeed been not a
little carelessness in these charges even among those
who appear to have taken most pains?’ partly from a
natural inability to understand a system, which was
new to them, partly from an impatience not unnatu-
ral, at being disturbed in the quiet possession of
one, which had become extensively popular, which
- they had accustomed themselves to consider as a

! Art xxxii. ? Essays on the Church.
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less can they to Romanism, which comes with so
much more of system; nay they have in many cases
disabled themselves from so doing by acting on a con-
trary principle towards other Churches; they have not
been taught that affectionateness to their own Mother,
which should instinctively hold them by her side;
they have not learned to regard their Bishops as the
representatives of the Apostles, and to cleave to them
as the centres of unity; and so they must needs have
some strong, hard arguments to satisfy themselves.
Any diminution of these unsettles them, as having
built no solid foundation, except a general and some-
times exaggerated notion of the corruptions which
she has actually and formally sanctioned. Hence one
who cannot see that Rome is the Antichrist, seems to
them to betray them into its hands.

And not only so, but even the very selection of
certain topics for our controversy with Rome, has
been thought to involve the abandonment of the rest.
It so happened that the same writer, in two distinct
places recommended to take practical grounds, leav-
ing abstract arguments, or subjects which (as Tran-
substantiation) cannot be discussed without pain,
Two independent opponents fell in, the one with the
one essay in which seven such subjects were named,
the other, writing against the Tracts, had not read
this Tract, though expressly “on the controversy
“ with Rome;” but one in which four only were
selected for illustration; both, however, came to the
same conclusion, that because only four or seven
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“ impured ; In that she destroys it, (what semblance
“ soever she makes) she is a Church of malignants.
« If she did not altogether hold it, she should be
« either no Church, or devilish, but now that she
“ professes to hold those things directly which by
“ inferences she closely overthrows, she is a truly
« visible Church, but an unsound one *.”

‘When the time of trial shall come, it will be seen
which principles most favour Rome, the Catholic or
the Ultra-Protestant 2. We have seen those in our own
Church, who having held extreme Ultra-Protestant
notions, have become converts to Rome, of whom
she has much boasted. ¢ Excuse me,” says Arch-
‘bishop Bramhall?, “ for telling the truth plainly, many
“ who have had their education among Sectaries and
“ Non-conformists have apostated to Rome, but few
“ or no right Episcopal Divines. Hot water freezeth
“the soomest.” “ Unthinking people,” says Bishop
Sanderson’, . ..  are carried away with mere noise and
“ pretences, and hope these will secure them against
“ the fears of Popery, who talk with most passion,

! Advertisement prefixed to the Reconciler: An Epistle paci-
ficatory of the seeming differences of opinion concerning the true-
ness and visibility of the Roman Church.

? In Scotland no member of the Church has fallen off to Ro-
manism or any of the heresies which have distracted it; in Edin-
burgh alone, the Romanists boast of 100 converts from Presby-
terianism yearly.

* Vindication of Grotius, Disc. 8, quoted Catena Tracts, 1xxiv.
p- 14.

4 Unreasonableness of Separation, Pref. quoted ib. p. 25.
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ruptions of them, or they may be deterred by what
of human infirmity may have cleaved to our state-
ments. These and the like take time to remove.
But their fears will subside, and that the sooner, I
doubt not, for the very extravagance of this tempo-
rary panic ; and they who have been the most alarmed
at the picture which periodicals have drawn of the
principles put forward by us in the name ofour Church,
will embrace them the most fully when they learn
their real character.. They fear not our principles or
practices, but principles or practices which we also
should fear as well as they, and which have been
given out for our’s; they dread not the effects of our
principles, but effects, which they have been led to
associate with them, and which we should deprecate
as truly; and when they see that veneration for
Antiquity can be combined with thankfulness for the
purity of our own Church'; that our views on Justifi-
cation lead men off themselves to cast them on their
Redeemer, justifying them freely, and keeping them
justified by His Spirit, forgiving them freely, and
crowning freely His own gifts in them; that our
statements of sin after Baptism lead them the rather
to His fulness of mercy, and amid acts of self-abase-
ment, or self-chastening, or charity, to look not to
these acts but to Him, to seek for their peace at His
hand, whether directly or through the Ordinances of
the Church, not from themselves, or from their works;

1 See Index to Appendix, v. Anglo-Catholics, and Tract,
No. 86.
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With true respect for your sacred character, and
(if it not be too bold) affectionate acknowledgment of
your unvarying kindness,

I have the honour to remain,
Your Lordship’s faithful Servant,
E. B. PUSEY.

CHrist CHURCH,
Feast of St. Matthias, 1839.
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SHOWING THAT

TO OPPOSE ULTRA-PROTESTANTISM
IS NOT
TO FAVOUR POPERY.






EXTRACTS,
&c.

EXTRACTS FROM THE TRACTS FOR THE TIMES.

1. “Ir is certain that the Bishops and Clergy in England and Ire-
land remained the same as before the separation; and that it was
these, with the aid of the civil power, who delivered the Church of
those kingdoms from the yoke of Papal tyranny and usurpation ;
while at the same time they gradually removed from the minds of
the people various superstitious opinions and practices which had
grown up during the middle ages.”—No. 15. p. 4.

2. “That there is not a word in Scripture about our duty to obey
the Pope, is quite clear. The Papists, indeed, say that he is the succes-
sor of St. Peter ; and that, therefore, he is head of all Bishops, because
St. Peter bore rule over the other Apostles. But though the Bishops
of Rome were often called the successors of St. Peter in the early
Church, yet every other Bishop had the same title. And though it be
true that St. Peter was the foremost of the Apostles, that does not
prove that he had any dominion over them. . . . And so Rome
has ever had what is called the primacy of the Christian Churches,
but it has not, therefore, any right to interfere in their internal
administration.”—Ibid. p. 5.

3. “ But it may be said, that we have really no valid orders, as
having received them from an heretical Church. True, Rome may
be so considered now; but she was not heretical in the primitive
ages.”—Ibid. p. 10.

4. “It may be said, that we threw blame on Luther, and others
of the foreign Reformers, who did act without the authority of their
Bishops. But we reply, that it has been always agreeable to the
principles of the Church, that, if a Bishop taught and upheld what
was contrary to the orthodox faith, the Clergy and people were not
bound to submit, but were obliged to maintain the true religion.”—
Ibid. p. 11.

5. ¢ While they [the writer and others] consider that the revival
of this portion of truth is especially adapted to break up existing
parties in the Church, and to form instead a bond of union among all
who love the Lorp Jesus CHRIST in sincerity; they believe that
nothing but these neglected doctrines, faithfully preached, will repress
that extension of Popery, for which the ever-multiplying divisions of
the religious world are too clearly preparing the way.”—Advertise-
ment to Vol. i. p. 5.

Q2
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6. * You have some misgivings, it seems, lest the doctrine I have
been advocating ¢ should lead to Popery.’” T will not, by way of
answer, say, that the question is not whether it will lead to Popery,
but whether it is in the Bible ; because it would bring the Bible and
Popery into one sentence, and seem to imply the possibility of a ‘com-
munion’ between  light and darkness.” No; it is the very enmity
I feel against the Papistical corruptions of the Gospel, which leads
me to press upon you a doctrine of Scripture, which we are sinfully
surrendering, and the Church of Rome has faithfully retained.

““ How comes it that a system so unscriptural as the Popish makes
converts ! Because it has in it an element of truth and comfort amid
its falsehoods. And the true way of opposing it is not to give up to
them that element, which Gobp’s providence has preserved to us
also, thus basely surrendering ‘ the inheritance of our fathers,” but
to claim it as our own.” —No. 20. p. 1.

7. * Truly when one surveys the grandeur of their system, a sigh
arises in the thoughtful mind, to think that we should be separate
from them; Cum talis sis, utinam noster esses!—But, alas! an
UNION 18 1MPOsSIBLE'. Their communion is infected with hetero-
doxy; we are bound to flee it as a pestilence. They have esta-
blished a lie in the place of Gop’s truth; and by their claim of im-
mutability in doctrine, cannot undo the sin they have committed.
They cannot repent. Popery must be destroyed; it cannot be
reformed.”—1Ibid. p. 3.

8. ‘“ He has wonderfully preserved our Church as a true branch
of the Church Universal, yet withal preserved it free from doctrinal
heresy. It is Catholic and Apostolic, yet not Papistical. . . . Depend
upon it, to insist on the doctrine of the visible Church is not to favour
the Papists, it is to do them the most serious injury. It is to deprive
them of their only strength.”—Ibid. p. 4.

9. ““— Though it may please Gop that we should suffer for a
while—as we suffered, together with good King Charles, at the
hands of the dissenters; as we suffered in the days of bloody Queen
Mary, at the hands of the Roman Catholics; as we suffered during
the first three hundred years after Curist, at.the hands of the
Heathens and the Jews, yet—eventually, triumph will await us.”—
No. 23. p. 3.

10. “ As to the manner of the presence of the body and blood of
our Lorp in the Blessed Sacrament, we that are Protestant and
Reformed, according to the ancient Catholic Church, do not search
into the manner of it with perplexing inquiries. . . . Had the
Romish maintainers of Transubstantiation done the same, they would
not have determined and decreed, and then imposed as an article of
faith absolutely necessary to salvation, a manner of presence, newly
by them invented, under pain of the most direful curse; and there
would have been in the Chuarch less wrangling, and more peace and

1 Vid. infr. Rxtract 5.
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unity than now is.”—No. 27. p. 2.—Bishop Cosin on Transubstantia-
tion.

11. “It is in vain that they bring Scripture to defend this their
stupendous doctrine [transubstantiation] ; and it is not true, what
they so often and so confidently affirm, that the Universal Church
hath always constantly owned it, being it was not so much as heard
of in the Church for many ages, and hath been but lately approved
by the Pope’s authority in the Councils of Lateran and Trent.”—
Ibid. p. 16.

12. *The history of the Papists is this. Many centuries ago,
strange and corrupt notions and practices prevailed in many of the
Churches in Europe. Among others, people thought the Pope
or Bishop of Rome was gifted with authority from Heaven to control
all the branches of the Church on earth, and that his word was to
be of more weight than even the Holy Scriptures themselves. But
about three hundred years ago, the Bishops of the Church of Eng-
land saw these errors in their true light.”—No. 30. p. 5.

13. * Clericus. Say more definitely what the charge against me is.

Laicus. That your religious system, which I have heard some
persons style the Apostolical, and which I so name by way of
designation, is like that against which our forefathers protested at
the Reformation.

C. I will admit it, i.e., if I may reverse your statement, and say
that the Popish system resembles it. Indeed, how could it be other-
wise, seeing that all corruptions of the truth must be like the truth
which they corrupt, else they would not persuade mankind to take
them instead of it ?”—No. 38. p. 1.

14. < Be assured of this,—no party will be more opposed to

our doctrine, if it ever prospers and makes noise, than the Roman
arty. This has been proved before now. In the seventeenth cen-

tury, the theology of the divines of the English Church was
substantially the same as ours is; and it experienced the full hosti-
lity of the Papacy. It was the true Via Media: Rome sought to
block up that way, as fiercely as the Puritans. History tells us this.
In a few words, then, before we separate, 1 will state some of my
irreconcileable differences with Rome as she is; and in stating her
errors, I will closely follow the order observed by Bishop Hall in
his treatise on The Old Religion, whose Protestantism is unques-
tionable.

I consider that it is unscriptural to say with the Church of Rome,
that ‘ we are justified by inherent righteousness.’

That it is unscriptural that  the good works of a man justified do
truly merit eternal life.’

That the doctrine of transubstantiation, as not being revealed, but
a theory of man’s devising, is profane and impious.

That the denial of the cup to the laity, is a bold and unwarranted
encroachment on their privileges as Curist’s people.

That the sacrifice of masses, as it has been practised in the Roman
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and sundry other offices, containing hymns and antiphons in her -
honour. These portions of the Breviary carry with them their own
plain condemnation, in the judgment of an English Christian; no
commendation of the general structure and matter of the Breviary
itself will have any tendency to reconcile him to them, &c. ...
These usages [Invocations] certainly now do but sanction and en-
courage that direct worship of the Blessed Virgin and the Saints,
which is the great practical offence of the Latin Church.”—Ibid.

p. 9.

28. “ They [the Invocations] are here given in order to show
clearly, as a simple inspection of them will suffice to do, the utter
contrariety between the Roman system, as actually existing, and
our own; which, however similar in certain respects, are in others
80 at variance, as to make any attempt to reconcile them together
in their present state, perfectly nugatory. Till Rome moves towards
us, it is quite impossible that we should move towards Rome ; how-
ever closely we may approximate to her in particular doctrines,
principles, or views.”—Ibid. p. 23.

29. ““ And further still, as regards the doctrine of purgatorial
suffering, there have been for many ages in the Roman Church gross
corruptions of its own doctrine, untenable as that doctrine is even
byitself. The decree of the Council of Trent acknowledges the fact.
Now we believe that those corruptions still continue; that Rome has
never really set herself in earnest to eradicate them. The pictures of
Purgatory 20 commonly seen in countries in communion with Rome,
the existence of Purgatorian societies, the means of subsistence
accruing to the clergy from belief in it, afford a strange contrast to
the simple wording and apparent innocence of the decree by which it
is made an article of faith. It is the contrast between poison in
its lifeless seed, and the same developed, thriving, and rankly luxu-
riant in the actual plant.”—No. 79. p. 3.

30. [As to the tendency to substitute the Virgin as the object of
religious worship.] ‘ The great Catholic doctrine of the Trinity being
so strongly established among them [the Romanists] by entering into
all their devotional forms and creeds, that it could not be shaken;
human depravity has sought out an opening for itself under another
shape. It is by this means the natural heart lowers the object of its
worship to its own frailty.”—No. 80. p. 80.

31. *“The Romish Church corrupted and marred the Apostolic
doctrine in two ways—first, by the error of Transubstantiation,
secondly, by that of Purgatory; and in both there occurs that pe-
culiar corruption of the administrators of the Romish Church, that
they countenance so much more of profitable error than in their
abstract system they acknowledge.”—No. 81. On the Eucharistic
Sacrifice, p. 7.

32. “ These false notions in themselves aggrandized the character
of the priesthood: and as such, it was part of the unhappy policy
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of Rome to countenance them ; and while (to take the mildest view)
she narrowly observed the erroneous tendencies, which were almost
unavoidably mixed up in the minds of individuals with the reformed
doctrine, she had no sense for her own. She thought no -deeds
cruel, which would remove the motes that threatened to darken her
sister’s eye, but perceived not the beam in her own. While repress-
ing, even by the shedding of blood, the slightest approximation to
the reformed doctrine, she rebuked not errors which entrenched on
the authority of our Lorp.”—Ibid. p. 8.

33. «“The language of the Council (of Trent) on the Sacrifice is in
itself capable of a good interpretation, were it not that terms employed
in it must be explained with reference to that Church’s acknowledged
doctrines of Transubstantiation and Purgatory. AND THE DOCTRINE
OF THE SACRIFICE CANNOT BE THE SAME, WHERE TRANSUBSTANTIA-
TION I8 HELD, AND WHERE IT I8 NoT.”—Ibid. p. 47.

EXTRACTS FROM “LYRA APOSTOLICA.”

34. ‘ Once, as I brooded o’er my guilty state,
A fever seized me, duties to devise
To buy me interest in my Saviour’s eyes;
Not that His love I would extenuate,
But scourge and penance, and perverse self-hate,
Or gift of cost, served by an artifice
To quell my restless thoughts, &e. . . .
Thus as I tossed, He said: ¢ Even holiest deeds
Shroud not the soul from Gop, nor soothe its needs,” > &c.
Lyra Apostolica, (Ed. 2.) 9.

35.  “I will not say with these, that bread and wine
Have vanished at the consecration prayer,” &c.
Ibid. 33.
36. ‘ Ah, Saviour, Lorp! with Thee my heart

Angel nor Saint shall share ;
To Thee ’tis known, for man Thou art,
To soothe each tumult there.”—Ibid. 51.

37. ““ They are at rest :
‘We may not stir the heaven of their repose
By rude invoking voice, or prayer addrest
In waywardness to those,
‘Who in the mountain grots of Eden lie,” &c.—Ibid. 52.

38. ““ Mark how each Creed stands in that Test reveal’d,
Romish and Swiss and Lutheran novelties !
As in the light of Spenser’s magic shield,
Falsehood lets fall her poisoned cup and flies,
Rome’s seven-headed monster sees and dies !”"—JIbid. 97.

389. < O Lorp and Crurist, Thy Churches of the South
So shudder, when they see
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The two-edged sword sharp-issuing from Thy mouth.
As to fall back from Thee,
And seek to charms of man, or saints above,
To aid them against Thee, Thou Fount of grace and love !

But I before Thine awful eyes will go,
And firmly fix me there,
In my full shame ;” &c.—Ibid. 105.

40. ““ The flood-gates on me open wide,
And headlong rushes in the turbulent tide
Of lusts and heresies! a motley troop they come ;
And old imperial Rome
Looks up, and lifts again half-dead
Her seven-horned head;”’ &c.—Ibid. 111.

41. ‘“ How shall I name thee, Light of the wide West,
Or heinous error-seat ?
O Mother erst, close tracing Jesus’ feet!
Do not thy titles glow
In those stern judgment fires, which shall complete
Earth’s strife with Heaven, and ope the eternal woe
Ibid. 170.
42, ‘<O Mother Church of Rome ! why has thy heart
Beat so untruly towards thy northern child ?
‘Why give a gift, nor give it undefiled,
Drugging thy blessing with a stepdame’s art ? &c.
. . . And now thou sendest foes
Bred from thy womb, lost Church! to mock the throes
Of thy free child, thou cruel-natured Rome!”—1bid. 171.

43. O that thy creed were sound !
For thou dost soothe the heart, thou Church of Rome,
By thy unwearied watch and varied round
, Of service, in thy Saviour’s holy home.”—Ibid. 172.

EXTRACTS FROM THE WRITINGS OF DR. PUSEY.

44. “In different ways man would forestall the sentence of his
judge ; the Romanist by the sacrament of penance; a modern class
of divines by the appropriation of the merits and righteousness of
our blessed Redeemer; the Methodists by sensible experience; our
own, with the ancient Church, preserves a reverent silence, not
cutting off hope, and yet not nurturing an untimely confidence, or
a presumptuous security.”’—Pusey on Baptism, p. xiv.

44. (b) “ Lastly, I would beseech those, for whom these tracts
are mainly intended, our younger labourers in the Lorp’s vineyard,
for their own sakes, as well as of those, of whose souls they must
give account, neither here, nor in any other portion of these tracts,
to be deterred by any vague fear of an approximation (as they may






DR. PUSEY’'S WRITINGS. 13

Zuinglian or the Calvinist Church : now we bear no human name;
we look to no human founder; we have no one reformer to set up as
an idol; we are neither of Paul nor of Apollos; nor have we any
human maxims or theories as the basis of our system; but we have
been led back at once to the distant fountains, where the waters of

life, fresh from their source, flowed most purely.”—Ibid. pp. 105, 106.

46. “In this, as in many other cases, we must distinguish be-
tween the practical corruptions of the Church of Rome and her
theoretical errors. For it often happens that she leads her members
into error, and countenances corruption in them, when her state-
ments in themselves are not very unsound; teaching us how much
evil what seems a little departure from the truth may create.”—JIbid.
p- 192.

47. “In justice then to ourselves, as well as to the Romanists,
we must bear in mind that the unhappy and fatal canons of the
Council of Trent were directed, in part, against actual error, such
as had mixed itself with the then, as well as with former, attempts
at reformation. And we should do well to recollect that, though
bound to thank Gop for all those, through whom the light of the
Gospel shone more clearly, we always were regarded by them as a
distinct and peculiar Church, and are not to identify ourselves with
them,”—Ibid. p. 194.

48. “ Alexandria, the bulwark of the faith in the Holy Trinity,
and North Africa, of the unmeritedness of Gob’s free grace, a
desolation! Rome, once characterized for steady practical ad-
herence to sound doctrine, a seat of Anti-Christ. Geneva, once pro-
posed as the model of all reformed Churches, and of influence well
nigh unbounded, and yet immediately the food of Socinianism, and
now a prey to the heresy which came forth, but was for the time
ejected, also from its bosom.”—Ibid. p. 201.

49. “ We can see how a person’s whole views of Sanctification
by the HoLy Grost will be affected by Hoadly’s low notions of the
Lorp’s Supper ; or how the error of Transubstantiation has modified
other true doctrine, so as to cast into the shade the one oblation
once offered upon the Cross; or how the addition of the single
practice of  soliciting the saints to pray for men,’ has in the Romish
Church obscured the primary articles of Justification and of the In-
tercession of our Blessed Lorp.”—1Ibid. 2nd Ed. p. 6.

50. ‘* Having adopted the fiction of a letter from the Pope to
certain members of your Church, as being his emissaries, it became
necessary, by disguise, or omission, or perversion, to conceal what-
ever would have disturbed the unity of the drama. For instance,
you play not unfrequently upon the words which one of these
writers addresses to the Church of Rome—¢ Cum talis sis, utinam
noster esses !’ and who would not echo the wish. .. that she, as our-
selves have been, might be restored to her primeval purity, when she
was once the guardian of Christian truth; that Gop would ¢break
the yoke of her burden, the staff on her shoulder, and the rod of her












MR. NEWMAN’S WRITINGS. 17

said to resemble a demoniac, . . . ruled within by an inexorable
spirit.”—Ibid. p. 102, 103.

65. ** My next instance shall be the Roman doctrine of Pargatory.
All Protestants are sufficiently alive to the seriousness of this error,
Now I think it may be shown that its existence is owing to a like
indulgence of human reason, and of private judgment upon Scripture,
in default of Catholic tradition.”—JIbid. p. 212,

66. ‘- Whether we be right or wrong, our theory of religion has a
meaning, and that really distinct from Romanism. They maintain
that faith depends upon the Church ; we, that the Church is built upon
the faith. By Church Catholic we mean the Church Universal ; they
those branches of it which are in communion with Rome. Again,
they understand by the faith, whatever the Church at any time
declares to be faith; we, what it has actually so declared from the
beginning. Both they and we anathematize those who deny the
faith ; but they extend the condemnation to all who question any
decree of the Roman Church; we apply it to those only who deny
any article of the original Apostolic creed.”— Ibid. p. 259.

67. ‘¢ The Thirty-nine Articles then are instruments of teaching,
of Catholic teaching, being, as far as they go, heads, as it were, of
important chapters in revealed truth. And it is as thus viewing
them that we put them before the young. They are quite consistent
with the prerogative accorded, as we have seen, by antiquity to the
Apostolic Creed, quite distinct from the tyrannical enforcement of
the Tridentine articles on the part of Rome.”—JIbid. p. 290.

68. *This statement (‘that Holy Scripture containeth all things
necessary to salvation,” Art. VI.) is very plain and clear except in
one point, viz., who is to be the judge what is and what is not con-
tained in Scripture. Our Church is silent on this point—very em-
phatically so. This is worth observing; in truth she does not ad-
mit, strictly speaking, of any judge at all, in the sense in which
Romanists and Protestants contend for one ; and in this point, as in
others, holds a middle course between extreme theories. Romanism,
as we all know, maintains the existence of a judge of controversies ;
nay, an infallible one, that is, the Church Catholic. Again the mul-
titude of Protestants consider every man his own judge; they hold
that every man may or must read Scripture for himself; and judge
about its meaning, and make up his mind for himself. We neither
hold that the Catholic Church is an infallible judge of Scripture, nor
that each individual may judge for himself ; but that the Church has
authority, and that individuals may judge for themselves outside the
range of that authority. The Church is not a judge of the sense of
Scripture in the common sense of the word, but a witness—a keeper
and witness of Catholic tradition. She bears witness to a fact that
such and such a doctrine, or such a sense of Scripture, has ever been
received, and came from the Apostles.”—Ibid. p. 327, et seq.

69. “ Nor let any one be startled at all this discordance of
opinion among our divines, in their mode of proving one of the
R
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quire whether she committed the additional most miserable sin of
rebellion against Ceesar; though from what we see around us at this
day there is great reason to fear that from the beginning of her
power she has been tainted with it.”—Ibid. p. 436.

76. ¢ He will but observe that, if Popery be a perversion or cor-
ruption of the truth, as we believe, it must, by the mere force of the
terms, be like that truth which it counterfeits; and, therefore, the
fact of a resemblance, as far as it is borne out, is no proof of any
essential approximation in his opinions to Popery as such. Rather,
it would be a serious argument against their primitive character, if
to superficial observers they bore no likeness to it. Ultra-Protest-
antism could never have been silently corrupted into Popery.”—
Ibid. vol. iii. Advertisement.

77. A great part of the Christian world, as is well known,
believes that after this life the souls of Christians ordinarily go into
a prison called Purgatory, where they are kept in fire or other tor-
ment, till, their sins being burned away, they are at length fitted for
that glorious kingdom into which nothing defiled can enter. Now,
if there were any good reason for this belief, we should certainly
have a very sad and depressing prospect beforeus. . . . But, in
fact, Curist has mercifully interposed expressly to assure us that
our friends are better provided for than this doctrine would make it
appear. He assures us that they rest from their labours, and their
works do follow them.” ”—Ibid. p. 408.

78. It is ‘Jesus Curist, before our eyes evidently set forth,
crucified among us.” Not before our bodily eyes; so far, every
thing remains at the end of that heavenly communion as it did at
the beginning. 'What was bread remains bread, and what was wine
remains wine. We need no carnal, earthly, visible miracle to con-
vince us of the presence of the Lorp incarnate.”—Ibid. vol.iv. p. 167.

79. ‘“ While we think thus of the invisible Church, we are re-
strained by many reasons from such invocations of her separate mem-
bers as are unhappily so common in other Christian countries. First,
because the practice was not primitive, but an addition, which the
world had poured into the Church; next, because we are told to
pray to Gop only, and invocation may easily be corrupted into prayer,
and then becomes idolatrous. And further, it must be considered
that though the Church is represented in Scripture as a channel of
Gop’s gifts to us, yet it is only as a body, and sacramentally, not
as an agent, nor in her members one by one. St. Paul does not
say that we are brought near to this saint or that saint, but to all
together ; to the spirits of just men made perfect.”—Ibid. p. 207.

80. “ Hence the charge, not unfounded as regards Romanism,
that it views, or tends to view, the influences of grace, not as the
operations of a living Gop, but as a something to bargain about, and
buy, and traffic with, as if religion were, not an approach to things
above us, but a commerce with our equals concerning things we can
master.”—Newman on Justification, p. 316.

R2
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too true to be reverent, and too distressing for familiar contemplation.
. . . So much I know, that the use of the crucifix is in this place no
badge of persons whose mode of thinking you would condemn. How
many crucifixes could be counted up in Oxford I know not; but you
will find them in the possession of those who are no special friends
or followers of Mr. Froude, and perhaps cordial admirers, except
of course on this one point, of the tenor of your publication.” —
Ibid. p. 25. In a Note— I know or have heard of the names of
four persons altogether ; one of the four I have forgotten, and
another I cannot be sure I heard.”

86. ¢ O that we had the courage and the generous faith to aim at
perfection, to demand the attention, to claim the submission of the
world! Thousands of hungry souls in all classes of life stand
around us; we do not give them what they want, the image of a
true Christian people, living in that Apostolic awe and strictness
which carries with it an evidence that they are the Church of Curisr.
This is the way to withstand and repel the Romanists; not by cries
of alarm, and rumour of plots, and disputes, and denunciations, but
by living up to the Creeds, the Services, the Ordinances, the usages
of our own Church, without fear of consequences, without fear of
being called Papists: to let matters take their course freely, and to
trust to Gop’s good Providence for the issue.”—1Ibid. p. 98.

EXTRACTS FROM FROUDE’S REMAINS,

87. “ The Romanists [are not schismatics in England and
Catholics abroad, but they] are wretched Tridentines every where.”
—Froude’s Remains, vol. i. p. 434.

88. “ I never could be a Romanist; Inever could think all those
things in Pope Pius’ Creed necessary to salvation.”—ZIbid.

89. ““ We found to our horror, that the doctrine of the infallibility
of the Church made the acts of each successive Council obligatory
for ever ; that what had been once decided could not be meddled
with again: in fact, that they were committed finally and irre-
vocably, and could not advance one step to meet us, even though the
Church of England should again become what it was in Laud'’s time,
or indeed what it may have been up to the atrocious Council [of
Trent] ; for M. admitted that many things, e. g. the doctrine
of mass, which were fixed then, had been indeterminate before. So
much for the Council of Trent, for which Christéendom has to thank
Luther and the Reformers. . . ... I own it has altogether changed
my notions of the Roman Catholics, and made me wish for a total
overthrow of their system.”—1Ibid. pp. 307, 308.

90. * I remember you told me that I should come back a better
Englishman than I went away; better satisfied not only that our
Church is nearest in theory right, but also that practically, in spite
of its abuses, it works better ; and, to own the truth, your prophecy
is already nearly realized. Certainly I have as yet only seen the
surface of things; but what I have seen does not come up to my
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genuine fragments of the Primitive Liturgies, are reducible into a
small space; even although we go so low down in both as the
division of the Eastern and Western Churches, including the six first
councils general, and excluding image-worship, and similar corrup-
tions by authority.”—Ibid. p. 40.

97. ““ The reverence of the Latin Church for tradition, being
applied unscrupulously, and without the necessary check from
Scripture, to opinions and practices of a date comparatively recent,
has led a large portion of Christendom to disuse and contempt, not
of Scripture only, but of that real and sure tradition, which they
ought to have religiously depended upon.”—Ibid. p. 45.

98. ““Had this rule (the exclusion of novelty,) been faithfully
kept, it would have preserved the Church just as effectually from
Transubstantiation on the one hand, as from the denial of Christ’s
real Presence on the other hand. The two errors in the original are
but Rationalism in different forms ;—endeavours to explain away,
and bring nearer to the human intellect, that which had been left
thoroughly mysterious both by Scripture and Tradition.”’—1Ibid. p. 47.

99. * Many men .. have argued against an imaginary case, instead
of addressing themselves to the realities of Church History; and,
have thus given an advantage to Romanists on one side, and Ration-
alists on the other, of which neither party has been slow to avail
itself. Such is not the way of the English Church; she does not so
violently sever the different parts of the constitution of the Kingdom
of Heaven ; but acknowledging Scripture as her written charter, and
Tradition as the common law whereby both the validity and practical
meaning of that charter is ascertained, venerates both as inseparable
members of one great providential system : without confounding
their provinces, or opposing them to each other, in the manner of
modern Rome. Why should it be thought a thing incredible, that
persons should be found among her members and ministers, desirous
to follow, as God shall give them grace, in so plain, so reasonable,
so moderate, so safe a way ? Because they call attention to the fact,
that « Primitive Tradition is recognized in Holy Scripture,” as being,
AT THAT TIME, of paramount authority ; why should they be presently
suspected of having a system of their own in reserve,—a theory, like
some parts of Romanism, still independent of Holy Scripture, and to
be supported by modern traditions ?”’—Ibid. p. 74.

100. *“ Because the Romanists make bold with the word Tradition
on very different matters from this—mere instructions of a part of the
present Church, in no wise fable to stand the test of Vincentius,
even supposing them uncontradicted in Scripture :—are we therefore
to throw aside or depreciate a Tradition, established as we see the
Nicene Creed is ?"—Ibid. p. 147.

101. *“ Of course, if so it had pleased Almighty God, the Scriptures
might have been all clear of themselves; or their meaning might
have been clearly revealed to individuals, at a certain stage of their
progress in the Christian life ; or there might be somewhere in the
present Church an unerring court of appeal to fix their interpretation.
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A SERMON.

THE DAY OF JUDGMENT.

Jokw ii. 11,
. The day of the Lord is great and very terrible, who can abide it*? -~

Gob every where shews Himself to fallen man under a two-
fold aspect, as an Object of awe and fear, as of hope and love.
Mercy was announced to man on his fall ; but it repealed not
the sentence, “ Thou shalt surely die:” life and death were set
before him in the law : when God made His glory to pass by,
He « proclaimed Himself as long-suffering, abundant in good-
ness and truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity,
transgression, and sin ;” yet also as He Who would “by no means
clear the guilty;” as «“ gracious,” but also *“righteous.” And as
Heunfoldsthefuller measures of His goodness in our redemption,
He accompanies them with more aweful notices of His wrath ;
He disclosed not to us everlasting joys, without warning us of
‘everlasting fire. And thenceforth Hisservantshaveatwofold mes-
sage to deliver,—of terror, and of peace ; of an offended God, and
a reconciled Father; of a merciful Saviour, and a just Judge; of
life and death; of heaven and hell; of everlasting joy, and of the
never-dying worm, the never-extinguished fire. And of these,
terror, for the most part, comes first ; we are living in the ruins
of alost world ; they who escape, escape, like Lot, out of the
midst of the overthrow, out of the flames of God’s wrath, wherein
«the earthand the works thatare therein shall be burned up;” the
Church into which we have been for the time brought, is but an

* First Lesson for the Moming Service.
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list of sins. “ Woe to him,” saith Scripture*, * that coveteth an
evil covetousness;” * the covetous man shall not inherit the
kingdom of God®” Any one who has by God’s mercy been
awakened to watch his besetting sin, will be scared to see how
often thoughts connected with that sin are more or less received
into his mind. And, Omy God, if these things are to be given
account of, howmuch besides, how many more thoughts,—which
we do not check,—which we have indulged,—which we have
sought after,—and which yet were sin! And yet He with
Whom we have to do is “a Discerner of the thoughts and
intents of the heart®” It is one special part of the day of
judgment “ to judge the secrets of men?,” « to bring to light the
"hidden things of darkness, and make manifest the counsels of the
hearts®” <1 am He,” He saith, ¢ that searcheth the reins and
hearts, and I will give unto every one of you according to your
works.”

Then also words are  works;” they are among the works for
which a man shall be acquitted or condemned. “ I say unto you,”
says our Blessed Lord, « that every idle word that men shall
speak, they shall give account thereof in the day of judgment;
for by thy words shalt thou be justified, and by thy words shalt
thou be condemned®.” It needs not for a man’s condemnation
that he have sinned in deed, as men call deeds, by his words he
may be condemned.” ¢ Death and life are in the power of the
tongue; and they that love it, shall eat the fruit thereof".” Of
many sins, of many damnable sins, the tongue is the natural and
chief instrument ; therewith men persuade otherstosin, orlessen
their dread of it, or cheer them on in it; yet ¢ cursed is he that
maketh the blind to go out of his way ¢;—therewith men blas-
pheme God and take His holy Name in vain, yet such, God saith,
—the more awefully, becanse He expresseth not what the judg-
ment willbe, — “ He will not hold guillless ;”"—therewith men curse
men, whicharemade after the likeness of God ; yet whoso *loveth
cursing,” God saith®, it shall kappen unto him ;”—therewithmen
lie one to another, yet * liars,” God saith¢, ¢ shall have their
portion in the lake of fire ;"—therewith men slander, backbite,

t Hab. ii. 9. u 1 Cor. vi. 10. Eph. v. 5. * Rom. iv. 12,

y Rom.ii. 16.  * 1 Cor.iv.5. 2 Matt. xii. 36, 37. Y Prov. xviii. 21.
¢ Deut. xxvii. 18. 4 Ps. cix. 17. ¢ Rev, xxi. 8.
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make the open sin worse, because a thing thought of beforehand
is worse when done, and is done against many more checks of
God’s Holy Spirit; and yet they remain as so many separate
sins, which are also to be accounted for ; so that when a man
recollects one sin, which he has committeél, there will be many
more behind, which he does not recollect, which led to it, but
which were themselves sin. Let a person trace the course of
any one sin, he will have had much doubt probably before he
first gave way to it ; and even after he had begun to give way, he
will have had much doubt before he fell into the act of sin;
and even after his first fall, he will have had some struggle with
himself before heallogether gave way ; and even after it grew into
a habit, he will havehad visitings of compunction,and secret calls
to abandon it; and each of these feelings of doubt, or l'nisgiving,
or remorse, or fear, was the work of God’s Holy Spirit within
him ; and if he gave way, (i. e. gave way to Satan,) he will have
to give account for having so many several times done despite to
God’s Holy Spirit, and grieved Him. And this is but one sin,
and how many sorts of sins are joined together with each one sin.
This is but one sin, and if one attempts to think of all, ¢ the
whole head becometh sick, and the whole heart faint.” Andin
this one sin, which is fixed most upon his conscience, he may see
the history of many others to which he is not so alive.

Such are some of the kind of actions, brethren, by which men
are to be judged; and what or how many of them are to be
brought into judgment? A/, none excepted; all of every sort ;
for when Holy Scripture excepteth none, none are to be ex-
cepted ; and Scripture saith, men  shall be judged according
to their works;” * God shall bring every work to judgment ;"
¢ the dead were judged out of those things that were written in
the books according to their works.” "All man’s works, then,
which he hath ever done, will be brought forward ; every
thought, word, and action ; not, for example, that any one has
been a drunkard, or unclean, but each separate action and
thought, all will be brought before him; perhaps all will be
brought before him at one moment of time; and as an earnest
thereof, even in this life, God sometimes brings before men, in
one moment of agony, a large portion of life, brings up things
long forgotten, and he sees in a moment a world of ill done by
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yet remains, bediligent; for all the past, repent; for all you must
be brought to judgment, for all repent. Watch overall your acts,
thoughts, deeds, as having to give account for all; repent day by
day of “ all the sins, negligences, and ignorances” of all your
past lives ; bring them all before Him, at least when you repeat
His Son’s own words, ““ Forgive us our trespasses ;” pray Him
for His Son’s sake to forgive them all, to blotoutall ; do “works
meet for repentance;” acts of restitution; acts of humiliation;
acts of penitence, acts especially of self-denying charity, whereby
Scripture saith, ¢ iniquity is purged away®:” and though you
must see your sins once again read out of that book at the judg-
ment-day, they will not be your condemnation. Pray Him with
the penitent thief, to remember thee when He cometh in His
kingdom, and not to remember thy sins; and He Who despiseth
not the sighing of a contrite heart, nor the desire of them that
be penitent, He will cause His face to shine on thee: not a
single sigh for past sins escapes His ears; not a groan of the
heart but is heard by Him ; not a tear falls to the ground, but
He putteth it in His bottle ; not a breathing of the soul after His
holiness; not a loathing of our own unholiness; not an act of self-
abasement, or humbling ourselves for sin; not a yearning of the
soul for a purity which it hath not, if it be but followed by action ;
not an act of mercy, done in hopes that we may * obtain mercy ;”
not an act of self-denial in token of our displeasure and self-
condemnation at our offences, but we shall find there; every
fragment of our poor sorrow and service we shall find there,
gathered and stored up, and nothinglost. We know not whatthey
are, yet God doth, and giveth them a value which they have not,
for His Son’s sake; and He who gave us our godly sorrow, will
then acknowledge it; He who gave thee thy humility, will then
exalt thee; He who taught thee mercy, will be merciful unto
thee ; He who gave thee the mind to give to His poor members,
whether it be the cup of cold water, or the two mites, if they be
all thou hast, or to give abundantly out of abundance, He
will own them as done unto Himself. He will once more blot out,
and for ever, the handwriting against us, that our sins and
iniquities be remembered no more ; and our Judge Whom we
have besought to help us, and in Whose name we sought for-

a Prov. xvi. 6.
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giveness, will acknowledge us, and say to us not merel.y “Goin
peace, thy sins be forgiven thee,” but *“ Thy sins be forgiventhee,
enter thou into thie joy of thy Lord;” and  so shall we ever be
with the Lord,”in the bléssedness of heaven, which is above all
thought, praising Him Who hath redeemed us, and hath cleansed
us from our sins, and given, us repentance, and saved us from
Satan, and from ourselves, and from everlasting punishment.

Only be zealous and repent, and “bring forth fruits meet
for repentance,” and pray God daily to forgive you, for His Ever-
Blessed Son's sake. '

O God, the Protector of all that trust in Thee, without Whom
nothing is strong, nothing is holy ; increase and multiply upon us
Thy mercy; that Thoa being our Ruler and Guide, we may so
pass through things temporal, that we finally lose not the things
eternal: grant this, O heavenly Father, for Jesus Christ’s sake
our Lord. Amen.

THE END,

Y
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